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ABSTRACT 

The effects of college attendance by working adults 
on educational motivations of their children were studied. A total of 
740 parents in the Detroit area who attended a college program 
combining in-home televised instruction with weekend decentralized 
seminars were surveyed along with 211 of their children and 75 
respondents from Kansas City. Many of the adults were blue collar 
workers without previous college experience. Questionnaires and 
telephone interviews were completed by those who had attended class 
in union locals and by graduates of the University Studies and 
Weekend College, Detroit. Parents were asked their opinions about 
quality of the education to which they or their children may have 
access and about the importance of education. They were asked to 
state the importance of three factors regarding their children at 
time they decided to enter college: a desire to be better equipped to 
help with schoolwork; the wish to encourage children by setting an 
example; or a need to keep up with children because school subjects 
have changed. Adults frequently reported that they enrolled in a 
college degree program to set an example for their children. 
Parent-child talk about school was consistently related to children's 
learning attitude and grade changes • Many parents perceived positive 
changes in the motivation of their offspring, and> extensive verbatim 
statements from parents and children are included as illustration. 
Effects that were noticed shortly after parents began their college 
studies included young children pretending to do homework with the 
parent and young adults deciding to attend college. Blacks reported 
stronger program effects than nonblacks; graduates perceived more 
change than noncompleters. Children, especially blacks, reported that 
their attitudes toward learning were positively influenced by their 
^rents' college attendance. (SW) 



ERIC 



Occasional 

Papers 
11.2 

College Attendance by Working Adults and Its Effects on 
the Educational Motivations of Their Children 

by 

Eric Fenster 



" ' """ i>c i , 

" ... 

u„„. ' ' "'■»■<«»„,„ 

' < . 



->..,„ 

»■' fir ,,n 



"""if f, 



To Educate the People Consortium 
Aprib-1982 



COLLEGE ATTENDANCE BY WORKING ADULTS AND ITS EFFECTS ON 
THE EDUCATIONAL MOTIVATIONS OF THEIR CHILDREN 



by 



Eric Fenster* 



To Educate the People Consortium 
April, 1982 



Tfu.4 pAojzzt Initiated In 1919 In 
ob6e.Ava.nce. oh the. lnte.n.na.tiona.L Vtcui 
oh the. Child. 



'Discriminant analyses of parents' assessments of their 
children's "changes in learning attitudes", "caring more 
about education" and "probable job type" were performed by 
Katherine Frohardt-Lane . 



9 

ERIC 



©1982 Eric Fenster 

To Educate the People Consortium 
5229 Cass Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48202 USA 



4 



t 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 



This study owes its completion to the advice and 
cooperat i on of the people whom I gratefully acknowledge 
here* 

Paul Bertelsen, Chief of Adult Education at UNESCO, 
provided the idea when he encouraged the study of University 
Studies and Weekend College's impacts beyond the classroom — 
and especially on the students' children. Sue Smock, Direc- 
tor of the Center for Urban Studies at Wayne. State Univer- 
sity, was a frequent and enthusiastic consultant who gave 
direction to the project. Katherine Frohardt-Lane 
meticulously carried out the discriminant analyses on a num- 
ber of variables. She bears no responsibility for errors or 
omissions which may have occurred when I condensed her 
reports, and certainly not for the analyses I carried out on 
my own. Dorothy Snell trained and supervised the inter- 
viewers of the children. Richard McMann drafted the parent 
questionnaire and wrote the SPSS file £or it. He and 
Patrice Alpert took on the tedious task of disseminating the 
questionnaire. The coding of it was supervised by Neva 
Nahan. Projects associated with University Studies and 
Weekend College and with the To Educate the People Consor- 
tium are always indebted to Otto Feinstein, who established 
them-. both. In this instance, he assumed an extra burden of 
work while this report was bfcing written. 

This study was funded by an award from the Research 
Development Fund of Wayne State University, and by a grant 
from the National Institute of Education. Dan Graf, of 
Wayne's Office of Research and Sponsored Programs, generous- 
ly arranged for several extensions of the award. Oliver 
Moles, Project Officer at the National Institute of Educa- 
tion, maintained a constant interest and. I valued his 
criticisms and suggestions. 

As a newcomer to social science research, I did not 
always make the best use of good advice, and the fault for 
any resulting errors is my own. 



9 

ERIC 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
LIST OF TABLES . 



INTRODUCTION 1 

THE PARENT SAMPLE 

Sample Selection 4 

Response Rate 5 

Sample Profile 12 

Notes on Reporting 1 18 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES AND PRIMARY ANALYSIS 

Opinions About Education 19 

School-Related Data on Children 21 

Job Prospects of the Children 23 

Expectations and Outcomes of College Attendance . 24 

The Time Factors 44 

Comparison of the Detroit and Kansas City Samples 45 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES 

Changes in Attitudes and Grades 50 

Children Said to Care More About Education ... 56 

COMMENTS OF PARENTS 

Comments by Category 60 

Complete Excerpts 73 

Comments from the Kansas City Sample 78 

i 

INTERVIEWS OF CHILDREN 

Sample Selection 81 

Responses to Closed Questions 83 

Discriminant Analyses of Interviews 97 




c 



COMMENTS OF CHILDREN 

Reasons* for Which Children Think Parent Went to 

College 102 

How Parents Changed Children's Minds About Going 

to College 104 

Changes in Attitudes Toward Learning 106 

Changes in Grades 110 

Open-Ended Questions 113 

Comparisons in One Family 126 

COMPARISON OF PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S RESPONSES 

Child-Specif ic Variables . . 131 

Non-Specific Variables 133 

Comparative Discriminant Analyses of Attitude 

Change 137 

OCCUPATIONAL PREFERENCES AND PROBABILITIES 

The Parent Questionnaire 144 

Discriminant Analyses of Probable Job Category . 154 

Interviews of Children 159 

CONCLUSIONS 167 



7 

vi 



LIST OF TABLES 



1. Telephone Interviews 7 

2. Return of Questionnaire Correlations 11 

3. Profile of Respondents 13 

4* Family Size 15 

5. Acjes of Children in Sample 16 

6. Shifts of Children Between Age Groups 17 

7. Opinions of Respondents 20 

8. Greater Willingness to Vote for School Bonds 

after Being in College 21 

9. How Parents Characterize Children's School Per- 
formance • • • 22 

10. Expectations That Children Will Go to College . 23 

11. How Parents See the Worklives ofTheir Children 25 

12. Intentions of Parents When Deciding to Enter 
College 26 

13. Effects of College Attendance Reported by 
Parents 27 

14. How Parents Think Children Reacted to Their 

Being in College 29 

15. Effects of College Attendance on Attitudes and 
Grades 30 

16. Effect of Age on How Children React to Parents 

v Going to College 32 

17. Effect of Age on How Children's Attitudes 
Toward Learning Change as a Result of Parents 
Attending College 33 

18. Correlations of Child-Specific Variables Across 

Birth Order 35 



ER?C ' - 8 



<3 



19. Correlations of Child-Specific Variables within 
Birth Order 38 

20. Learning Attitude and Grade Changes as a Func- 
tion of Reaction to the Parent's College Atten- 
dance 40 

SI. Breakdown of Outcomes by Parents' Intentions 

and Parent-Child Interactions 41 

22. Change in Attitude Toward Learning as an 
Independent Variable ; 43 

23. Comparison of Responses from Detroit and Kansas 
City: Zero and Higher Order Correlations ... 47 

24. Child-Specific Variables in the Subsample of 
Parents for Discriminant Analysis 52 

25. Results of Discriminant Analyses on Child- 
Specific Change Variables 54 

26. Classification Results: Changes in Attitudes 
and Grades 57 

27. Results of Discriminant Analyses on the Vari- 
able: Children Care More about Education ... 59 

28. Classification/ Results: Children Care More 
about Education 59 

29. Characteristics of the Populations Willing or 
Not to Be Interviewed 82 

30. Results of Interviews with Children of Students 85 

31. Parent-Child Activities Before and Since Col- 
lege I # 91 

32. Parent-Child Activities Before and Since Col- 
lege II 93 

33. Reasons Children Give for Their Parents Having * 
Gone to College , 95 

34. Why Parents Go to College (According to 
Children): Second Reason as a Function of the 

First Reason 96 

35. Discriminant Analyses of Interviews with 
Children: Changes in Attitudes Toward Learning 

and in Grades *\ 98 

9 

o y via 
ERIC 

0 



i 



36. Classification Results from Interviews with 
Children: Changes in Attitude and Grades . . . 101 

37. Grade Averages .of Children: Comparison of 
Parents 1 and Children's Assessments 131 

38. Attitudes Toward Learning: Comparison of 
Parents 1 and Children's Assessments 132 

39. Changes in Attitudes and Grades: Comparison of: 
Parents' and Children's Assessments 133 

40. Non-specific Variables: Correlations Between 
Parents' and Children's Responses 134 

41. Crosstabulat ions Between Parents' and 
Children's Responses I. . . , 137 

42. Crosstabulations Between Parents' and 
Children's Responses II 138 

43. Discriminant Analyses of Attitude Change in 
Eldest Children Using Variables Derived from 

the Total Parent Sample 139 

44. Classification Using Variables Derived from the 

Total Parent Sample * e 139 

45 4 Discriminant Analysis: Best Predictors of 
Attitude Change Reported by Parents of Inter- 
viewed Eldest Children 141 

46. Discriminant Analysis: Best Parent Variables 
Which Predict Attitude Change Reported by 
Eldest Children 142 

47. Discriminant Analysis: Best Parent Variables 
Which Predict Whether Eldest Children Want Col- 
lege More 143 

48. Job Categories Parents Prefer and Think 
Probable for Their Children . . ■ 145 

49. Professional Job Preferences and Probabilities 

v ^ for Children by Age and Sex 146 

50. Preference and Probability for the Professional 

Job Category 147 

51. Professional Job Preferences and Probabilities 

for Children by Grade Average and Age 152 

52. Probable Careers of Children: Interaction of 
Family Size and Parent's Job Category 155 



9 

ERLC 



\ 

53. Discriminant Analyses of Probable Job Category 157 

54. Classification Results: Probable Job Category 

o£ Children 159 

55. Occupational Lists in the Child Interviews • . 160 

56. Occupational Assessments by Children 162 

57. Occupational Assessments by Sex for Job Lists 2 

and 3 163 

58. Occupational Correlations Between Questionnaire 

and Interview 165 



V 

♦ 

f 

ERIC s 



INTRODUCTION 



The tendency of parental career and educational attain- 
ments to reproduce themselves in offspring is a worldwide 
phenomenon. Even in the United States, where access to some 
form of higher education has been largely democratized, the 
level (two-year or four-year), quality and prestige of the 
institution attended by a child will often reflect the 
educational experiences and social status of the parents. 

Career lev£l, educational achievement and intellectual 
atmosphere are, for the most part, pre-existing conditions 
of the family into which a child is born. They derive from 
the traditional pattern of completing most education before 
beginning full-time work and starting a family. This- model 
is changing as adults return to school, not only for con- 
tinuing (professional maintenance) education and personal 
enrichment, but to obtain qualifications which may markedly 
change their place in the job and economic hierarchies. The 
counterpart in developing countries is the effort to extend 
to all adults an initial educational experience, that of 
literacy. 

If the scholastic goals and attainments of children and 
their eventual places in the career pyramid correlate with 
those of their parents, there is no evidence that this is 
genetic destiny. On the contrary, at least one careful 
study has shown that workers 1 children abandoned at birth 
and pdopted into upper middle class homes (executives) at 
the age of four months have the IQ's and school success of 
the social group in which they are raised. 1 

If the potential success of children is not pre- 
destined, and if adults are increasingly going to school, 
how do children respond when they are able to observe their 
parents undertake an educational commitment later in life 
and, especially, if their parents succeed at it? 

Whatever the level of instruction, it is a common 
observation — and, again , international — among adult 
educators that parents tell stories of how their own invol- 
vement in formal learning has affected their children , 



x Michel Schif f , Michel Duyme, Annick Dumaret and 
Stanislaw Tomkiewicz, Enfants de Travailleurs Manuels Adop- 
ters par des Cadres , Cahier No"! 93*, Institut Nati onal 
d 1 Etudes D^mographiques , Presses Univer sitai res de France, 
Paris, 1981. 
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usually positively. This fact has had its most notable 
practical recognition in Tanzania, where the deliberate 
intent of adult education policy is to reach children 
through their parents. 

On the occasion of the celebration of the Fourteenth 
International Literacy Day, the Director-General of UNESCO, 
Mr. Amadou M'Bow, observed that, "Educated families rarely 
% produce illiterate children," and a message from Pope John 
Paul II. stressed the benefit to children of making their 
parents literate. 2 In a changing industrial society, the 
principle may be the same; only the level and kind of 
"literacy training" in which parents participate in order to 
best influence their children may be different. 

It does seem that emphasis deserves to be placed on 
modification of the home environment because that is what 
dominates over the schools in determining children's 
educational aspirations and attainments. 3 The same appears 
to hold true for career attitudes. For example, one recent 
study of working class children in England (of different 
ethnic origins) "found that variables associated with the 
home environment dominated as indicators of career 
attitudes". Those correlations "were higher than those 
found for variables related to school or to peer group 
influences" . * 

Unfortunately, awareness of the > effects on children 
whosp parents return to school appears, so far, to be only 
anecdotal. There has been no research on the subject in 
Tanzania 5 and rumors of such a study in Yugoslavia proved 
unfounded. 4 Inquiries at UNESCO, the OECD, the Open 
University and to a number of adult educators also produced 
negative results. 

An ERIC search located one reference, describing how 
parental participation in adult basic education (ABE) was 



2 Adult Education Information Notes, No. 4, UNESCO, 
Paris, 1979 i 

'Christopher Jencks, et. al., Inequality , Basic Books, 
Inc., New York, 1972. 

4 Leo Raby and Geoffrey Waif ord, "Career Related 
Attitudes and Their Determinants for Middle- and Low-Stream 
Pupils in an Urban, ' Multi-Racial Comprehensive School", 
Research in Education, No. 25, May, 1981. 

Nicholas Kuhang>a, Minister of Education of Tanzania, 
personal common icatd on-. 

4 Ranko Bulatavic, personal communication. 
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related to the success of children in primary school. 7 In 
that study, null hypotheses concerning differences in con- 
duct, attendance and academic achievement of children whose 
parents were or were not enrolled in ABE could not be 
rejected, but there were "consistently greater" achievement 
gains among the children of participants, with a "pattern in 
the direction of significance", and a similar "trend" in 
attendance data* 



The University Studies and Weekend College (USWC) has 
existed in Detroit since 1973 and is a bachelor's level 
program designed to make full-time work and full-time pur- 
suit of a degree compatible. Moreover, its recruitment 
strategy has brought many blue collar workers into higher 
education for the first time. The curriculum at USWC is 
delivered by means of daily broadcast television lessons, 
weekly four-hour seminars and conferences which occupy two 
full weekends per 11-week term. This volume of learning 
activity, and the fact that a part of it enters the home, 
means that other members of the family cannot help but be 
exposed to the educational endeavor of the student parent. 
USWC students therefore seemed to provide a good sample to 
explore how an adult's entry or reentry into formal higher 
education might affect the attitudes and/or behavior of his 
children . 

Two instruments were used for this study, a written 
questionnaire administered to parents and an interview, with 
closed and open questions, administered to their children. 
Both documents focus on perceptions of attitudinal and 
behavioral change. While it was hoped to be able to measure 
changes in achievement test scores of children, the respond- 
ents were dispersed among too many school districts with 
different testing and record-keeping policies for this goal 
to be. practicable. 

This report contains statistical analyses of both sur- 
" veys , extensive comments by parents and children, com- 
parisons of the responses of the two groups and a supplement 
describing answers to questions about occupational goals. 



? Fred Douglas Johnson, A Study of the Relationship 

Between Parental Enrollment in Adult Basic Education in 

Shelby County and Their Children's Achievement , Ed.D. di s- 
sertation, University of fennessee, 1975. 




THE PARENT SAMPLE 



Sample Selection • 

In this pilot study, there was no attempt to draw a 
random sample of USWC students; rather, it was decided to 
take advantage of the program's uniqueness: its success in 
attracting large numbers of a group sparsely represented in 
adult higher education — blue collar workers — who, at one 
time, constituted two-thirds (over 2,000) of the enrollment. 

While students 1 records do not show job category, the 
weekly seminar course of the College is taught in locations 
near the students 1 places of work or residence and nearly 
all factory workers attended classes in their union halls. 
By selecting people who registered for at least one class in 
such a location, most blue collar workers were identified. 
Under the assumption that some time would be required for 
effects on children to occur, the subjects selected were all 
those who enrolled for at least three academic terms, 
whether or not contiguous. The're was no exclusion of stu- 
dents who failed or did not complete the courses for which 
they registered. 

A second sample drawn from the population consisted of 
all students who were graduated from the College with their 
bachelor's degrees (some of whom, of course, overlapped the 
selection based upon class location*). 

The USWC degree model is being adopted elsewhere in the 
United States 1 and a third sample came from Longview Com- 
munity College in Kansas City, where the PACE Program, a 
version of the model, has been in operation since 1979. 
While the questionnaire was mailed to subjects in the 
Detroit area, in Kansas City it .was handed to all students 
attending a weekend conference course, with the request that 
it be turned in during that weekend. 

There was no control group of adults not attending col- 
lege. It would have been difficult to constitute one in 
which the only varying parameter was participation in higher 
education, ^ and since the intent was to measure perceptions 
of attitudinal and behavioral change as a result of such 
participation, a very different instrument would have had to 
be constructed for such controls. 



•The dissemination is effected by the To Educate the 
People Consortium.' 
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Aside from program design and recruitment methods, the 
practical fact which permitted workers to attend the univer- 
sity was that most them were eligible for benefits under 
the GI Bill (the tuition rate in Michigan public univer- 
sities being one of the highest in the nation). From June, 
1976, when Congress failed to extend the suspension of the 
requirement that these benefits be used within ten years of 
separation from military service, many veterans lost their 
entitlements and wi thdrew from studies. By virtue of 
graduation or withdrawal, only 3.7% of the target population 
in Detroit (as described above) were still students when the 
questionnaire was mailed and approximately 23% had withdrawn 
in June, 1976 alone. In contrast, the entire population in 
Kansas City were current students. 



Response Rate 

A total of 3,825 questionnaires were mailed to the two 
groups of parents comprising the population, those who had 
attended class in union locals and graduates. Most surveys 
were sent in late September, 1980, but 248 were not mailed 
until early December because of a flaw in the data base. 

The data base contains information on all students who 
have ever attended USWC (about 11,000) and it is updated 
each t ime a student enrolls for classes. The problem is 
th^t students near graduation often take extra time to com-< 
plete a senior thesis. When they finish, credit is awarded 
for the work, but since this does not entail a new registra- 
tion their file in the data base is not updated and they are 
missed when selection of graduates is performed on the basis 
of credit hours earned. These students were eventually 
located by manual perusal of student records. 

There were 793 quest ionnaires returned by the post 
office because of bad addresses, 134 of which came back with 
address corrections — in which case, the questionnaire wa§ 
remailed. (Three people were reported as deceased. ) Among 
graduates there were 13.6% bad initial addresses, while 
among non-graduates this figure was 22.3% — the interest in 
this being that 71% of the non-graduates were blue collar 
workers and this mobility may be a measure of dislocation in 
an area of high unemployment. 

Non-respondents were sent a post card reminder several 
weeks after the first mailing, and a second questionnaire 
with a letter several weeks after that. After this process 
there were 2,373 people thought to have received the ques- 
tionnaire but who had not replied. 

From that group, a random sample of 300 was selected 
for contact by telephone and these people were called in 
mid-December, 1980 and during the first half of 'January, 
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1981. t)f these, 114 (38%) were wrong numbers (the people 
had moved), 41 people could not be contacted, 37 were con- 
tacted but refused to answer questions, 97 were contacted 
and responded to questions and one said he had never 
attended the college* 

Of the 41 people not contacted, there were 23 cases in 
which the phone was never answered or was busy and it is 
possible that some among these had moved as well. In 18 
cases there was an answer but the student parent was not at 
home and upon calling back at designated times there was 
usually no answer. Of the 37 people who declined to answer 
questions, two said they had no children, two had "no time" 
and 33 were "hostile". 

The results of the .97 telephone interviews are in 
Table 1, in which the first striking number is the nearly 
47% who said they never received the questionnaire. In most 
respects, those interviewed by telephone resemble the people 
who returned the questionnaire. First, the reason for non- 
response was not the absence of children;* 94.6% of thoSe' 
interviewed have at least one child, compared to 90.7% among 
respondents — and the children's age irangSs are similar. 
Furthermore, 82% of people interviewed had children in 
school while they were attending college, compared to 77% 
for respondents. 

Employment status is also comparable , but there are 
more blue collar workers in the interviewed group (80% vs 
60%). However, graduates responded at a greater frequency 
than non-graduates and blue collar workers account for 38% 
of graduates and 70% of nOn-graduates (among respondents) so 
that the population from which telephone interviews were 
selected could have "been left with a higher percentage of 
blue collar workers than the original population. In the 
end, 24 of the 62 people who said they were willing to 
return the questionnaire, did so (38.7%). 

The total number of completed questionnaires was 
817.' The first estimate of the response rate is 25.8%, 
excluding only uncorrected bad addresses from the popula- 
tion. The telephone survey of those non-respondents thought 
to have received the 'quest ionnai re indicated that 38% had 
not, even though the 'materials were not returned by the post 
office (probably because change of address notices had not 
been filed or had expired). If the "telephone sample was 
representative of all non-respondents believed to have 



'One grandmother responded for her grandchildren and 
these data were not used. 




Table 1 
TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS (N=97) 





N % 


Did you receive the survey in the mail? (N=94) 




45 47.9 
44 46.8 
5 5.3 


If received, was there a reason for not replying? (N=45) 


Too complicated/no time . . 

Lost/misplaced/forgot . . . 
No comment or no reason . . 


0 0 
8 17.8 
4 8.9 
7 15.6 
20 44.5 


Do you wish to discuss reasons with project director? (N=87) 




0 0 
20 23 
67 77 


Do you still have a copy of the questionnaire? (N=77) 


Yes, and will return it . . 
Yes, but will not return it 
No, but send another . . . 
No, and don't send another 


15 19.4 
2 2.6 
47 61.0 
13 16.9 


Do you have any children? (N=93) 




88 94.6 


Mean Ages of Children (Mean Number of Children=2.5) 


Fourth child (14 families) 


12.5 
9.7 
9.2 

12.4 


Any children in school while you were in college? (N=89) 




73 82.0 



Table 1 (continued) 



N % 



Current Employment Status (N=90) 





2 


2.2 




1 


1.1 


Employed full-time .... 


74 


82.2 




7 


7.8 




6 


6.7 


Job Category If Employed (N=74) 




59 


79.7 




14 


18.9 




1 


1.3 



received the questionnaire, the response rate becomes 
35.6%. 10 

This rate accounts for all people who have moved, 
whether or not known to the post office; but, according to 
the telephone sample, 46.8% of those for whom there was a 
correct address did not receive a questionnaire. If this 
were true, it would bring the response .rate to about 50%. 11 

It is an easy matter to claim non-receipt as an 
explanation for not responding and perhaps some people 
interviewed did so, but there are other facts worth con- 
sidering to decide if those claims are valid. 



10 There were 3,825 questionnaires mailed; 817 were com- 
pleted, 659 were returned as unf orwardable, 62 were mailed 
to people . interviewed by t elephone and presumed to be 
received by them on this second mailing. This means there 
were (3,825-817-659-62)=2, 287 non-respondents believed to 
have received the questionnaire. But 38% of 300 of these 
people who were called had apparently moved, adding 
(0.38 x 2,287)=869 non-recipients. The other 62%, 1,418 
people, are believed to be recipients, and the total number 
of recipients is (817+1 ,418+62)=2, 297. The rate of response 
would then be 817/2,297=35.6%. 

X1 0f the 1,418 non-respondents for whom the mailing 
address is correct, 46.8%=664. If these people did not, for 
some other reason, receive the questionnaire, the recipient 
population would be reduced to (2 , 297-664)-=! , 633. 
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1) 50% of the graduates who received the September 
mailing • responded vs. 27% of graduates to whom the 
questionnaire was first mailed in December. The 
second group had very few graduated blue collar 
workers; they had already been detected by class 
location, not credit hours earned. Since a 1978 
survey of graduates produced a response rate over 
50%, it is hard to account for this difference 
unless there were postal problems — perhaps because 
of the approaching Christmas season. 

2) Of the 134 questionnaires remailed with corrected 
addresses, only six were " completed and returned. 
There is no good explanation for this extremely low 
rate except, perhaps, non-receipt. Some of the 
address corrections were not received until four 
months after the original mailing, so some of the 
remailings occurred during the Christmas season. In 
some cases, the second address was also found to be 
incorrect. As a group, these people differed only 
marginally from other non-respondents in charac- 
teristics known about them from the data base 
(below). Of the addresses corrected by the post 
office, only 17% were originally in Detroit proper, 
while 34% of the addresses of other non-respondents 
were from the city of Detroit. The meaning of this 
is not cle^r, but it could reflect either different 
habits in leaving forwarding addresses or the 
efficiency differences among local post offices. 

3) There were several aberrant areas. For example, in 
one cluster of suburbs, only two people of 51 
responded and 21 quest ionnai res were returned 
because of bad addresses. Of the remaining 28 sup- 
posedly delivered, 13 were not listed in the 
telephone directory published in April, 1981. Of 
three people contacted by telephone, two were inter- 
viewed and they then sent in questionnaires. 

4) People who do not leave forwarding addresses (espe- 
cially when the economy is bad) account for par*t of 
the problem, but there has also been a ^history of 
postal mishaps. Students often complain they missed 
certain programs or courses because they did not 
receive newsletters or brochures, and in two known 
cases entire mailings disappeared. 

Altogether, the known rate of non-receipt from the 
telephone survey, the fact that some people telephoned but 
not reached may also represent non-recipiemts^ the very low 
response rate after address corrections, the difference in 
response rate by date of mailing, the postal history, the 
number ^ of people who stated they did not* receive the ques- 
tionnaire and the correlation (see below) between response 
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and the last date of college attendance suggest that the 
true response rate may very well be 45-50%. 

One other factor is that 66 people in the population 
were incarcerated when they were students and only six of 
them returned questionnaires. Apparently, 21 inmates had 
been released (bad addresses) , but prison authorities did 
not provide any forwarding addresses. If this group were 
entirely excluded from the calculations, however, it would 
only change the response rate (positively) by about 1%. 

The response rate in Kansas City was 50%. Most ques- 
tionnaires were turned in the weekend they were administered 

(May, 1981) and a few were mailed to Detroit. 
Ik 

The second way to compare respondents and non- 
respondents is to examine the variables available in the 
original data base of the population of 3,825: total credit 
hours earned, USWC credit hours, transfer credits, grade 
average and first and- last terms attended. Table 2 shows 
the correlations between these variables and response to the 
questionnaire and also the partial correlations controlling 
for first and last terms at USWC. 

From the total population, it would appear that 
response is related to academic success (hours earned and 
grades) and to the terms of entry to, and exit from, the 
College. The effect of credit hours is largely driven by 
the graduates in the population and, in any case, is sub- 
stantially reduced when controlled for last term attended. 
The role of grade average, on the other hand, is not very 
affected by the entry and exit terms. Inversely (not 
shown) , the correlation of response with the last term 
attended is reduced to a smaller ex*tent when controlled for 
credit hours earned. 

Three groups of respondents emerge: 1) those who earned 
less than 36 hours (response rate=9.1%); 2) non-graduates 
who earned more than 36 hours (response rate=17.8%)., and; 
3) graduates and n^ar-graduat es (response rate=33 . 9%) . 1 2 
The median last terms for these groups are, respectively: 
Winter 1976, Spring 1977, and Winter 1979.. 

It remains to determine whether the respondents reflect 
the socioeconomic makeup of the population. With respect to 
last term attended, the highest response rate between sum- 
mer, 1975 and spring, 1978 occurs in spring, 1976, the term 
known to be the last for many blue collar workers who lost 
VA benefits. 



12 Rates before any adjustments for bad addresses. 
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Table 2 

RETURN OF QUESTIONNAIRE CORRELATIONS 







Credit Hours Earned 


Grades 


Term 






total at USWC transfer 


first last 



TOTAL POPULATION (N=3835) 



Pearson T s R 




0.221 


0.193 


0.130 


0.175 


0.129 


C.198 


P£ 




0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


Partials by: 
















First term 




0.2Q0 


0.185 


0.100 


0.160 






P£ . • . . 




0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


0.000 






Last term 




0.121 


0.080 


0.085 


0.139 






PS • • • • 




0.000 


0.000 


0.000 


0.000 






STUDENTS EARNING LESS THAN 36 


HOURS AT USWC 


(N=427) 


Pearson f s R 




-0.003 




-0.003 


0.073 


0.093 


fi T A Q 


PS 




0.472 




0.477 


0.066 


0.027 


0.001 


Partials by: 






First term 




-0.023 




-0.018 


0.0S1 






PS . . . . 




0.316 




0.359 


0.106 






Last term 




-0.052 




-0.041 


0.054 






PS • . . . 




0.141 




0.201 


0.132 






NON -GRADUATES 


WHO EARNED 


AT LEAST 


36 HOURS AT USWC (N= 


=2657) 


Pearson T s R 




0.081 


.0.072 


0.040 


0.117 


0.060 


0.075 


PS 




0.000 


0.000 


0.002 


0.000 


0.001 


0. 000 


Partials by: 
















First term 




0.077 


0.071 


0.033 


0.113 






PS ... . 




0.000 


0.000 


0.045 


0.000 






Last term 




0.045 


0.032 


0.030 


0.117 






PS ... . 




0.011 


0.052 


0.062 


0.000 






GRADUATES AND 


NEAR GRADUATES** (N=751) 




Pearson' s R 






0.059 


-0.058 


0.082 


0.137 


0.170 


P£ 




• ••••• 


0.054 


0.O57 


0.012 


0.000 


0. 000 


Partials by: 
















First term 






0.100 


0.102 


0.074 






PS ... . 




...... 


0.003 


0.003 


0.021 






Last term 






-0.003 


0.002 


0.097 






PS ... . 




• •«*«. 


0.470 


0.479 


0.004 







♦Residence (USWC) hours for those who earned less than 
36 and total hours for graduates are omitted since there is 
so little variation in both circumstances. 

•♦Near graduates had earned at least 169 of the 180 
hours reguired for completion. 
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The socioeconomic characteristics of the non- 
respondents are otherwise unknown, but among all respondents 
the, median ejitran.ce and exit times of white collar workers 
follow those of people with blue collar jobs by about five 
months. However, the median term of graduation is the same 
for both job categories and so any suggestion that vthe 
effect of the last term attended is to skew the sample by 
job category is mitigated. Furthermore, in a selection of 
zip codes across which there wa's a two-fold difference in 
response rates7 there was no pattern to indicate that this 
difference could be explained by job category, race, gradua- 
tion or even bad addresses detected by the post office. 

The data seem to permit the conclusions that academic 
success slightly favors response (with grade average more 
important than hours earned), that recent students are more 
likely to respond (and this may be a function of the suc- 
cessful delivery of the questionnaire), that non-respondents 
did not differ in not having children and that there is no 
solid evidence that any socioeconomic group was more likely 
to respond than another. In short, while the response rate 
could be higher, the sample is probably a reasonable reflec- 
tion of the population (except that graduates are over- 
represented, but this is a variable which can be controlled 
during analysis) . 



Sample Profile 

Of the 816 people who answered the questionnaire, 740 
have children and are profiled in Table 3. Nine in ten are 
men and one-fifth of the sample are blacks; 13 among women, 
the proportion of blacks and graduates is greater than among 
men. About 20% of the people in the sample classify them- 
selves as European ethnics (white) and about 6% as southern 
whites. All are grouped as M non-black M . 

The women tend to be in job category "6" (often in 
public employment) or to do clerical work and they are more 
likely than the men to have spouses with postsecondary 
education. One-third of the women are divorced or 
separated, compared to 7% of the men. 

The sample is 60% blue collar. Already at the time of 
thi s survey, over 14% of the blue collar workers were 
unemployed — and more than 19% of blacks in that job 
category, a figure which was 22.7% for black men. 

More than one-third of the graduates hold blue collar 
jobs, a fact worth pointing out because it is a current 



l3 Less than 2% of the sample is Chicano, Arab or Native 
American . 
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Table 3 
PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS 
(having at least ope child: N«7 40) 





Total 
Sample 


Type of Job* 


Race 


Sex 


Graduate 


1 


1 ill 
• ii» 

: 2 : 3 : 4 i 5 
1 111 


1 

6 


1 " 

J non- 

blpck : black 
i 


1 
1 
1 

male I female 
1 


yes 


1 no 


SEX 


Male ..... 
Female .... 


90.8 
9.2 


96. 1 
3.5 


! 1 1 1 i 

: 100.0 : 80.5 ; 91.7 : 85.7 • 80.5 

: 0 : 19.5 : 8 3: 14.3 : 19.5 
1 1 1 t 1 


I ■ 

78.0 I 93.7 
22.0 : 6.2 

L * 


1 

1 

... 1 .... 
..... ... 


80.4 
19.6 


96. 1 
3.7 


RACE 


Black . . , . 
Non-black . . J 


19 5 

80.5 


20.6 
73.4 


11 1 1 1 
: 14.9 : 26.3 : 25.7 : 10.6 : 20 5 

: as. 1 : 73.7 : 74.3 : 89.4 : 79 5 
1 1 1 1 1 


j 
* 

. . . > 1 
1 


1 

160 : 46.3 

83 2 ; 53.7 
1 


" 1 

21 9 J 18.3 
78. 1 J 81.7 


MARITAL STATUS 


Single .... 
Married . , . 
Separated . . 
Divorced . . . 
Widowed . . . 


1.4 
88.2 
2.4 
6.9 
1 . 1 


1 III 

1.6! o:3.9: 0: 0 

89 8 : 92.7 : 80.5 I 80.6 89 8 

2.4 I 2.4 ! 1.3 1 5,6 1 2.0 

6.3 1 4.3 J 11.7 J 11.11 6.1 

0 : 0.6 : 2.6 1 2.8 1 2.0 
1 tit 


1 

: 1 .g 

: 87.8 
1 1,6 
1 8, 1 

! 0.8 

... 


5.0 
78.0 

4.3 
1 1 3 

1.4 


0 5 
90. 7 
2. 1 

5.7 
! 1 0 


1 0 

91.8 
27 
4 2 
0.3 


! 5 
52.2 

1 0 
34.3 

I 9.0 


1.6 : 1.2 
85.3 : 89.6 

3.6 : 1.9 

7 9 1 6.4 

1.6 : 0.8 

1 


OCCUPATIONAL STATUS 


Honemaker . . 
Retired . . . 
Employed . . . 
Unemployed . . 


2.2 
1.4 
85.6 
10.8 


0.4 
0.4 
83.7 
15.4 


iii 

2.5 : 1.3 : 0 : 2.1 
0.6 ; 6.5 : 0 : 0 

84.4 I 90.9 I 91 4 : 95.8 

12.5 : 1.3; ae: 21 
1 1 1 


0.9 

: 0.9 

92.3 
6.0 


1 

0.7 : 2.6 

3.0 : 1.1 

76.9 : 87,7 

19 4 1 8.6 
1 


1 5 

0.8 
86.4 
11.3 


9 1 
7 6 
77.3 
6.1 


1 

3.2 I 1.7 
2.8 : 0.6 
83.9 : 86.5 

10.1 : 11.2 

1 


TYPE OF JOB 1 


1 ...... 

2 

3 

4 

5 ...... 

6 ...... 


36.2 
23,4 
10.9 
5. 1 
7 0 
17.4 








.... 


.... 




38.5 
17,8 
14.8 
6.7 
3.7 
18.5 


36.0 
24 5 
10.0 
4,7 
7.5 
17.4 


1 

37 9 J 15.5 
25. 5 : 0 
9 6 I 25,9 

5. 1 : 5.2 

6.5 : 12.1 

15 3 t 4 1.4 
1 


22. 1 
14.5 
14.9 : 

8.5 : 

6.8 ! 
33.2 , 


43.3 
27.7 
9.0 
3.4 
7.0 
9.6 


UNION MEMBERSHIP 


Yes 


65.8 


92.1 : 79.4 : 45.5 \ 48.6 \ 33.3 \ 30.1 
1 1 11 1 


69.8 : 65.0 
1 


\ 

68.4 : 39.4 
1 


45.2 1 76.5 
1 


GRADUATE OF THE COLLEGE 


Yes | 


1 34.5 


20.4 ! 20.6 ! 45.5 ! 55 6 ' 32.7 1 63,4 


38.3 : 33.3 


30 6 ! 73,5 !...,: ... 
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Table 3 (continued); 







Total 
Sarcpl e 


T ype of Job' 


Race 


Sex 


Graduate 


1 1 

i:2;3 

1 1 — : — 1 j 


1 1 

1 * 

4 i 5 : 6 
1 t 


J non- 
black : black 
■ 


1 
1 
1 

mala ! female 
1 


1 
1 
• 

yes J no 
1 



HIGHEST EDUCATION OF SPOUSE 



Some 








1 


• 


] 






■ \ 
















1 






high school . 




13.4 


15 


9 


15 




8.5 


14.7 


6.7 


1 1 .9 


13 5 


13 


? 


12,9 


17,6 


12 


2 


14 


.0 


High school 




48.5 


54 


8 : 




5 : 


43.7 


38,2 


46 7 


3G 4 


34 1 


52 


4 


50.5 


23,5 


37 


4 


54 


.3 


Some col lego . 




25.2 


21 


3 ; 


2* 


2 1 


33.8 


29,4 


20,0 


28.8 


32.5 


23 


3 


25,3 


23.5 


28 


2 


23 


.6 


Col lege degree 








































or higher . , 




12.7 


7 


6 


7 


0 

» 1 


14. 1 


17 6 


26 7 

i 


22 9 


19.8 


11 


1 


10 9 


35 3 


22 


2 


7 


.7 














WILLINGNESS TO BE INTERVIEWED 


















Yes 




40.8 


37 


" "1 
9 


33 


. 1 

. 1 


46,8 


I 

* 46.7 


1 

: 35.0 


53.8 


53 J9 


: 37 


7 


39,0 


I 

60 4 


52 


8 


f 

34 

_ 


.5 
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•Types of Jobs. 1»unskl1led, semi-skilled blu- collar and pink colIV , 2»skil!ed trades, 3"derlca1. 4»sa1es 
and service (Including security Jobs), 5«tachnica1 . 6«other white coiKqr (social workers and counselors* super- 
visors, businosspersons. etc.). The first two are combined tn other tables^s "blue collar", the last four are 
combined as "white collar". Th$fe classifications are not exact because CJ compression into Just six categories 
and some assignment errors may have occurred because there were several coderp. 

Some variables are used In this table as both dependen.s and independents. Thus, 20.4% of t>pe 1 job holders 
In tho sample are graduates but 22,1% of the qraduate _s have job typo 1, Note that one can add percentage's verti- 
cally but not horizontally, ^ 
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status, even after earning a degree. Of the non-graduates, 
about 80% stated they were forced to withdraw because they 
lost veterans' benefits and most of the rest had other 
financial difficulties; only 4% decided they didn't want a 
degree and about 80% would like to return. Among blue col- 
lar workers, 77% transferred only 0-11 credit hours into 
USWC (generally credit allowed for learning experiences 
during military service) ♦ In other job categories, 33-49% 
of the students transferred this number ^1 credits* 

When reading the results of this study, it is important 
to keep in mihd that for many of the respondents, USWC was 
their first experience in higher education, that a majority 
were kept from completing it and that many of the graduates 
did not see their degree translate into job mobility. 1 . 4 

There are about 1,850 children in the families of the 
respondents and 1,550 still lived at home at the time of the 
survey* The mean number of children is 2.48 and the mean 
number at home was 2.27. The distribution of family size is 
shown in Table 4. 



Table 4 
FAMILY SI2E 



Number of Children 
(per cent of families) 



0 1 2 3 4 5 6+ 



In the 
family 



15.2 43.9 24.9 10.3 4.2 1.5 



Liv ing 
at home 



8.8 17.5 43.4 21.0 6^8 1.6 1.0 

<_ — 



Some questions requested answers for each of the first 
four children. Age distribution by birth order is in 
Table 5, presented for both ages at the time of the survey 
and at the time the parent last attended USWC. Respondents 
have been out of college from 0-5 years and so answered 
questions about children whose last experience having a 
parent in college was up to that long ago. Besides the time 
lag, children will have passed through age ranges in which 
maturity and awareness change markedly. > 



14 Nor was this the motivation for most blue collar 
workers. (Eric Fenster, unpublished survey of graduates.) 

■\ 
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Table 5 
AGES OF CHILDREN IN SAMPLE' 



\ ■ 

jj ' Birth 
i -.Order 



Age Group 
N an 1980/N % When Parent Left College 
(% in 1980/%^ When Parent Left College) 



.0-5- 



6-11 



12-17 



18-23 



24-29 



30+ 



Total 
N*s 



First 
Second 
\ Thi rd 
Fourth 



89/138 
(12.3/19.1) 

160/226 
(25.9/37.4) 

82/109 
(27.9/38.5) 

32/43 
(26.9/36.8) 



270/325 
(37.2/45.1) 

226/214 
(36.6/35.4) 

\ * 
\ 

101/91 
(34.4/32.2) 

27/34 
(22.7/29.1) 



200/162 
(27.5/22.5) 

123/105 
(19.9/17.4) 

58/47 
(19.7/16.6), 

37/20 
(31.1/17.1) 



114/57 3//39 16/- 

(15.7/7.9) (5.1/5.4)- (2.3/-) 

75/35 25/24 8/- 

(12.2/5.8) (4.1/4.0) (1.3/-) 

33/21 15/15 5/- 

(11.2/7.4) (5.1/5.3) (1.7/-) 

15/12 ' 5/8 3/- 

(12.6/10.3) (4.2/6.8) (2.5/-) 



726/721 
617/604 
S 294/283 
119/117 



i Total N''s 



353/516 



624/664 



418/334 



237/125 



82/86 



32/- 



1756/1725 



♦Age data is available only for the first .four children per family. When parents 
are asked general questions about their children, they may "be responding for subse- 
quent children as well. Data for ages when parent left college^ 0-5=unborn to 5; all 
children 24 and over are grouped. Some missing data accounts for the difference in 
N's. Percentages should be added horizontally. 
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Table 6 reveals the importance of these shifts among 
all the children in the sample from both ages at parents' 
college entry and exit, to the present. Attention is called 
to the fact (see,, totals) that nearly half of all children 
were under five (or unborn) when their parents began school, 
30% were still so when the parent left college and 20% were 
in that age group at the time of the survey. 



Table 6 

SHIFTS OF CHILDREN BETWEEN AGE GROUPS 



I f Current 
Age I s : 



Age Distribution 
When Parents Entered College 
(When Parents Left College) 



up to 6-11 12-17 



18-23 



24+ 



0-5 

6-11 

12-17 

18-23 

24-29 



% at: Entry 
(Exit) 
Now 



100 
(100) 

70.8 
(29.3) 



46.8 
(30.4) 
^19.9 



29.2 

(70.7*)' 

85.2 
(53.5) 



31.2 
(39.2) 
, 36.5 



14.6 
(46.5) 

82.3 
(59.1) 



14.8 
(19.7) 
24.4 



17.7 
(40.9) 

76.8 
(34.1) 

6.1 
(7.4) 
13.9 



23.2 
(65.9) 

1.1 
(3.2) 
4.8 



Age transitions — and these are exacerbated by being 
multiple within each family — represent only one complicating 
factor. Others include heterogeneity in the number of years 
the parent studied, in the time of overlap when parent and 
child were both in school (and whether the child's schooling 
began or ended the overlap) and in the time from when, the 
parent left college to 1980. The number of permutations of 
these factors is substantial. 
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Notes on Reporting 



Seven questions, in which missing values ranged from 
6-8% of the responses, were checked for any pattern which 
might skew results* The primary reason for which answers 
were not given appears to be that the parents felt the 
children were too young (and sometimes too old) for the 
effects being measured to be appropriate (e.g. , changes in 
grades, reaction to the parent being in college). If the 
oldest child is of school age, the missing response rate was 
only 1-3%. There was no consistent pattern linking job * 
category, race or graduation of the parent to missing 
values. In the absence of any apparent bias, missing values 
were excluded from all computations. So, too, in general, 
were the responses, "does not apply". 

« Some results are reported using the multiple response 
procedure of SPSS (as was the case in Table 6) to 
demonstrate data for all children regardless of birth order. 
The paired option was used when two multiple response groups 
were compared (again, Table 6) so that each subject ( child, 
not parent ) appears only once in the table. Percentages are 
based on responses; that is, they are to be read as the per 
cent of children who exhibit a certain characteristic. This 
procedure has the advantage of condensing information and of 
allowing inclusion of data which would otherwise suffer from 0 
small N f s in a crosstabulat ion with several categories. For 
example, there were few fourth-born children and it would be 
difficult to treat them separately and use control vari- 
ables. It is recognized that the method sacrifices the 
independence of observations (a given parent may contribute 
more than once to the same table), but there is evidence 
that parents are evaluating their children discretely. This 
evidence, and birth order effects, are treated elsewhere in 
detail. The other disadvantage is that no statistics can be 
computed from the output of the multiple response procedure. 

Un less otherwise indicated, all values reported in 
tables are percentages. Tables are often compiled from many 
crosstabulat ions and identifying all N's became impractical. # 
When N is low, this fact is usually noted in the narrative 
or in a table footnote. 

The variables: general attitude toward school and 
learning, conduct in school and grade average, ar,e referred 
to collectively as "static" variables. Those such as: 
change in attitude toward learning or change in grades, are 
called "change variables". 

s. 

Rather than giving proper names to variables (and 
requiring a glossary), the names are written into the narra- 
tive; Since a strict wording is not respected, . the vari- 
ables (or value labels of variables) are orken identified 
for clarity by being written in btiKLpt. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES AND PRIMARY ANALYSIS 



Opinions about Education 

In the first section of the questionnaire, parents were 
asked their opinions about the quality of the education to 
which they or their children may have access and about the 
importance of education. Table 7 presents the results for 
both the total sample and after controlling for race. 
Except as mentioned below, j ob category and graduati on 
status did not affect the answers. 

More than half the sample feels local schools are good 
to excellent f but blacks take a dimmer view t and they are 
much more likely to believe their schools are short of 
money. This distinction in judgement does not apply to the 
quality of Michigan's colleges; however, graduates give the 
colleges a higher rating (R=0.15) than non-graduates. 
Blacks are more convinced than jion-blacks of the importance 
of doing well in school (R=Q.15) and of going to college 
(R=0.21) to success in later life. These data suggest 
motivations for subsequent data on responses according to 
racial background. Graduates somewhat share the opinion 
concerning college (R=0*12), but blue collar workers tend to 
the opposite < view (R=-0.11, compared to white collar 
workers), a correlation which drops somewhat (R=-0.08) after 
controlling for graduation. 

Much later in the questionnaire, parents were asked if 
they felt more inclined to vote for school bonds since 
attending college* One-third said "yes" (Table 8), not 
especially because of the quality of the schools or of how 
well or poorly their children were doing in them (rtb sig- 
nificant correlation with grade averages), but according to 
the financial status of the schools, belief in the impor- 
tance of school and, most significantly, in line with the 
changes in educational attitudes of their children as a 
result of the parent's going to v college. Blacks were more 
likely to give increased support for schools bonds (R=0.18) 
and veterans who were unable to complete college, less like- 
ly- 

This information on an effect of college attendance is 
introduced prematurely, but it shows that people are willing 
to act on their opinions and do so on both objective grounds 
(financial need) and as a function $f impact the College has 
had on them. 
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Table 7 
OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS 



Rating 


Total 
Sample 


Race 


non- 
black black 


EDUCATION QUALITY IN LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Excellent .... 
Don f t know .... 


13.3 
41.0 
27.5 
15.2 
3.0 


5.0 15.5 
31.9 42.7 
38.3 25.3 
21.3 13.6 

3.5 2.9 


s EDUCATION QUALITY IN MICHIGAN'S COLLEGES 


Excellent . . .. . 
Don't know .... 


26.7 
58.2 
9.3 
0.5 
5.3 


31.2 25.6 
58.0 58.2 

8.0 9.6 
0 0.5 

2.9 6.0 


FINANCIAL SITUATION OF LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Needs more money-. 
Has enough money . 
Has too much money 

Don't knbw .... 

\ 


. 34.2 
50.3 
5.4 
10.0 


57.9 28.9 
27.1 55.7 
1.4 6.4 
13.6 9.1 


IMPORTANCE OF CHILD'S SCHOOL PERFORMANCE 
\ TO SUCCESS IN LATER LIFE 


Very important . . 
Fairly important . 
Not very important 
Not important . . 


71.0 
26.8 
2.2 
0 


87.9 67.6 
8.5 30.7 
3.5 1.7 
0 0 


IMPORTANCE OF COLLEGE EDUCATION 
TO SUCCESS IN LIFE 


Very important . . 
Fairly important . 
Not very important 
Not important . . 


49.9 
44.3 
4.7 
0.8 


70.5 44.8 
28.8 48.8 
0.7 5.6 
0 0.9 
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Table 8 

GREATER WILLINGNESS TO VOTE FOR SCHOOL BONDS 
AFTER BEING IN COLLEGE 



Rating of Variable 


Yes 


LOCAL SCHOOL, QUALITY 


Excellent .... 


33.7 
36.9 
37.7 
20.8 


MONEY NEEDS OF LOCAL SCHOOLS 


Needs more .... 

Has enough 

Has too much . . . 


50.2 
26.8 
11.1 


IMPORTANCE OF SCHOOL TO SUCCESS IN LIFE 


Very important . . 
Fairly important . 
Not very important 


38.9 
24.2 
0 


IMPROVED LEARNING ATTITUDE 
OF OLDEST CHILD* 


Much improved . . 
Not affected . . . 


55.2 
37.5 
26.8 


LOSS OF VA BENEFITS 
FORCED WITHDRAWAL FROM COLLEGE 




29.8 
.. 38.9 



*As a result of the parent attending college. .Results 
were similar for children two to four. 



School-Related Data on Children 

The parents 1 perceptions of **their children's school 
attitudes, conduct and grades are presented in Table 9, con- 
• trolled for children's ages, race and the job category and 
graduation status of the parents. 
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Table 9 

HOW PARENTS CHARACTERIZE CHILDREN'S SCHOOL PERFORMANCE 



Assessment 
by Parents 




Total 
Sample 


Age Group 


Graduate 


Race 


Job Category 


0-5 6-11 12-17 18-23 


yes 1 no 


non- 
black black 


blue white 
collar collar 


ATTITUDE OF CHILDREN TOWARD SCHOOL AND LEARNING 


Excellent 
Good . 
Fair • . 
Poor . . 




40.3 
39.3 
15.2 
5.2 


50.4 41.2 34.1 3(fc0 
42.0 42.0 37.3 37.0 
6.9 13.1 20.3 18.5 
0.7 3.7 8.2 4.9 


42.8 39.0 
38.1 39.9 
14.3 15.7 
4.8 5.4 


35.2 41:8 
43.5 38.1 
16.2 15.0 
5.1 5.2 


39.0 42.2 
39.5 38.3 
15.4 15.4 
6.2 4.0 


CONDUCT OF CHILDREN IN SCHOOL 


Excellent 
Good . . 
Fair . . 
Poor . . 




39.4 
42.8 
13.9 
3.8 


35.4 41.2 39.9 38.0 
57.6 45.6 36.5 34.6 
6.9 11.4 17.0 21.4 
0 1.8 6.6 6.0 


38.4 40.0 
43;8 42.3 
13.1 14.4 
4.7 3.4 


34.4 41.0 
41.0 42.7 
20.3 12.6 
4.3 3.7 


38.2 41.2 
43.7 40.8 
14.7 13.4 
3.4 4.5 


GRADE AVERAGES OF CHILDREN 


A • • • • 
B • * • • 
C • • • • 
D . . . . 




23.8 
49.4 
23.1 
3.7 


24.1 28.4 21.8 18.7 
68.4 51.6 44.7 45.1 
7.6 18.4 27.9 28.9 
0 1.7 5.6 7.2 


26.1 22.7 
46.7 50.8 
24.3 22.4 
2.9 4.1 


18.0 25.5 
44.3 50.3 
33.0 20.7 
4.7 3.5 


22.6 26.0 

50.7 47.1 
22.5 23.7 . 

4.3 3.1 
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There are no differences of great magnitude among the 
control variables, but there are trends toward poorer 
attitude* towa/id learning, poorer conduct and poorer gxadc* 
with age, and the end of primary school seems to be the 
turning point. Blacks evaluate conduct and g/iadz* more 
negatively than non-blacks. Parents do not, however, differ 
in their perceptions according to job category and gradua- 
tion status. 

Except that parents were to est imate past grade 
averages of children now out of school, these are current 
observations; that is, they are meant to have reckoned with 
the changes contributed by college attendance. This ques- 
tion will be addressed after the change variables have been 
introduced. 

A general que<5tion was asked about the cfiance-6 otf all 
children going to college (Table 10) . Among all the 
respondents, 80% think all or some of their children will 
attend college and hardly any think none will. The optimism 
runs more strongly among graduates, blacks and white collar 
workers. Looking only at graduates, the percent believing 
all children will attend college rises to 65% for blacks and 
52% for non-blacks, and to 59% for white collar workers and 
47% for blue collar. Of course, these answers are not 
entirely speculative because many of the parents have 
children who have attended college. 



Table 10 

EXPECTATIONS THAT CHILDREN WILL GO TO COLLEGE 



Parent 
believes: 




Total 
Sample 


^Graduate 


Race 


Job Category 


yes no 


non- 
black black 


blue white 
collar collar 


All will go 
Some will go 
None will go 
Don't know . 


45.2 
35.0 
2.1 
17.7 


54.2 40.5 
32.2 36.6 
1.2 2.5 
12.4 20.4 


58.6 42.3 

25.7 37.0 
1.4 2.3 

14.3 18.4 


40.4 52.9 
36.1 33.3 
2.4 1.4 
21.1 12.3 



Job Prospects of the Children 

The parents were presented with a list of six types of 
occupations (and several examples of each) and asked to 
state which job category they would prefer and which they 
thought probable for each of their first four children. 
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The responses (Table 11), are a confrontation of desire 
with reality. A professional level job is wished for more 
than half the children, but just over one-fourth are seen 
likely to achieve this. Even the preferences are adjusted 
with age, dropping off for children over five, and more sig- 
nificantly as the working age is reached* ' Graduates and 
white collar workers have greater hopes and expectations. 
It is curious that despite the growth of the tertiary sector 
almost no parents wish their children to work in sales and 
service jobs. 

Perhaps the most extraordinary result here is that 
blacks and non-blacks express both identical preferences and 
probabilities, something which could hardly have been 
expected even a few years ago. This is true regardless of 
the jobs held by the parents. In fact, blacks who are blue 
collar workers are somewhat more likely to think their 
children will have technical .(32.5% of children) or profes- 
sional (26.5%) jobs than non-blacks in the samo job category 
( technical=28.3%; prof essional=23.4%) , while blacks who are 
white collar workers are less likely to see their children 
as becoming professionals (24.8% of children) than non- 
blacks who have white collar jobs (32.3%). 



Expectations -and Outcomes of College Attendance 

Parents were asked to state the importance of three 
factors regarding their children at the time they decided to 
enter gollege: 1) a desire to be better equipped to help 
with schoolwork; 2) the wish to encourage children by set- 
ting an example; 3) a need to "keep up" with children 
because school subjects have changed. These were general 
questions and were not applied to each child in the family. 
The responses are in Table 12. 

Half the sample saw some importance in bzLng able, to 
htlp tktA.fi zh<Lldtitn f fully 70% wanted to &z£ an example and 
over 40% admit to wanting to "fceep up" with their children. 
Interesti ngly , graduates were less motivated by the first 
and third items — perhaps their own success made them feel 
already competent — but they were more ■ likely than non- 
graduates to feel very strongly about being an example. 
Blue collar workers seem more inclined to the first and 
third items, but, the difference with white collar workers is 
not large and it^is diminished when controlling for gradua- 
tion. On the other hand, differences by race are more 
marked, they apply to all three questions and they persist 
when controlled for graduation. 

The parents were then asked about changes which 
occurred with respect to one or more of their children after 
studies in USWC had commenced (Table 13). The strongest 
positive response came on the question about inzntahid 
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Table 11 

HOW PARENTS SEE THE WORKLIVES OF THEIR CHILDREN 



Job 
Category 




Total 
Sample 


Age Group 


Graduate 


Race 


Parent ' s Job Type 


0-5 6-11 12-17 18-23 


yes no 


non- 
bl^fk black 


blue white 
collar 'collar 


JOBS PARENTS PREFER FOR THEIR CHILDREN 


Unskilled/ 
semi-skilled 
Skilled 
trades . . . 
Office/ 
clerical . . 
Service/ 
sales . • ♦ 
Technical 

Professional 




1.3 
11.8 
4.4 
2.2 
26.8 
53.5 


0.3 0.7 2.7 1.8 
9.9 7.8 14.3 20.6 
3.8 3.7 2.7 9.2 
2.4 1.8 1.5 1.3 
19.1 28.5 28.1 30.3 
64.5 57.5 50.7 36.8 


0.9 1.6 
8.7 13.5 
2.6 5.3 
2.6 2.0 
25.0 27.7 
60.2 49.9 


2.2 1.1 
11.1 11.7 
3.5 4.6 
2.9 2.1 
28.3 26.4 
52.1 54.2 


1.9 0.6 
13.8 8.8 
5.2 .2.9 
2.0 2.2 
28.3 24.0- 
49.0 61.5 


JOBS PARENTS THINK PROBABLE FOR THEIR CHILDREN 


Unskilled/ 
semi-skilled 
Skilled 
trades . . • 
Office/ 
clerical . . 
Service/ 
sales . ♦ . 
Technical 

Professional 




.7.9 
20.1 
9.0 
• 5.8 
30.2 
26.9 


4.9 5.2 9.0 14.8 
20,5 20.2 23.3 16.2 
11.9 9.2 5.8 10.5 

3.7 5.6 6.3 6.7 
26.5 35.3 26.7 27.6 
32.5 24.5 28.8 24.3 


6.0 9.0 
17.2 21.7 
6.8 10.3 
6.2 5.6 
29.9 30.3 
33.9 23.1 


10.0 7.2 
18.3 20.6 
9.0 9.0 
3.5 6.4 

32.5 29.5 

26.6 27.3 


9.1 6.3 
23.9" 14.8 
10.0 7.7 

4.7 7.2 
28.7 32.2 
23.6 31.8 


This table combines data for all children in the sample. 

# 
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Table 12 

INTENTIONS OF PARENTS WHEN DECIDING TO ENTER COLLEGE 



Importance 


Total 
Sample 


Graduate 


Race 


Job Category 


yes no 


non- 
black black 


blue white 
collar collar 


TO BE' BETTER ABLE TO HELP CHILDREN WITH SCHOOLWORK 


Ve,ry . . 
Fairly . 
Not very 


20.3 
29.3 
50.4 


16.8 22.1 
24.1 32.0 
59.1 45.9 


37.2 16.3 
37.2 27.6 
25.6 56.0 


23.5 16.1 
-.29.0 29.1 
47.5 54.8 


TO ENCOURAGE CHILDREN BY SETTING AN EXAMPLE 


Very . . 
Fairly . 
Not very 


37.3 
32.2 
30.5 


43.9 33.9 
28.7 34.1 
27.4 32.1 


57.5 32.8 
24.4 33.9 
18.1 33.2 


35.2 39.6 
35.7 27.2 
29.1 33.2 


TO "KEEP UP" WITH CHILDREN 


Very . . 
Fairly . 
. Not very 


14.7 
27.2 
58.2 


9.9 17.3 
24.0 29.0 
>66.1 53.7 


27.9 11.7 
32.0 26.3 
40.2 61.9 


17.8 10.1 
29.5 25.3 
52.7 64*. 6 



patitnt- child continuation about AihooZ mattin.6 (63.5%: 
"yes") and nearly half of the parents sfaid they were tpom 
able, to kilp uoith bchoolwonii , that their children ca/ie mo/ie 
about idudatlon and that they feel motii mtpict hxom thtlfi 
childhin. A minority said there was gtiadi competition 
between the generations or that the children'had changed 
canitfi goal* in response to the parent having gone to col- 
lege. 

Being a graduate seemed to elicit a somewhat stronger 
response for a few variables (casting mon.1, tvtipict and com- 
petition) ; job category did not seem to matter' much. Again, 
however, the consistent differences were exhibited by race, 
with blacks always reporting more affirmatively. Mindful of 
the fact that 22% of the blacks in the sample are women, all 
these Variables and the ones in the previous table were con- 
trolled for sex of the respondent when partial correlations 
with race were calculated. There were very slight effects 
on a number of the variables, but the 'only ones to be mean- 
ingfully affected were re spec t for the parent, and new 
career goals of the child. 
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Table 13 

EFFECTS OF COLLEGE ATTENDANCE REPORTED BY PARENTS 
(per cent answering, "yes") 



After I began 
to study: 




Total 
Sample 


Graduate 


Race 


Job Category 




yes 


no 


black 


non- 
black 


blue 
col lar 


white 
collar 


My children seemed to cafe more about 
education because of my example . . . 




45.2 


52.2 


41.7 


54.0 


43.2 


44.3 


45.8 


I was better able to help my children 




46.5 


47.0 


46.4 


70.5 


41.0 


48.8 


41.8 


My children and I talked more about 




63.5 


66.7 


62.1 


78.2 


60.1 


63.9 


62.5 


My children began to "compete" with 




20.7 


31.4 


15.2 


31.0 


18.5 


16.3 


25.6 


My children seemed to respect me mqre 
because of my going to college . . . 




46,1 


53.7 


42.2 


59.8 


43.7 


44.9 


48.6 


My children seemed to be changing 
their occupational or career goals 




17.0 


19.0 


16.0 


26.5 


15'. 2 


14.8 


20.6 


I found I was more inclined to vote 
in favor of school bond issues . . . 




34.2 


35.9 


33.4 


52.4 


30.5 


35.8 


31.8 
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In three other guestions about changes, parents were to 
respond for each of their (first four) children* The first 
question requested an assessment of the net titact^on o& the 
ih<Lld to the. pcLAtni bzing <Ln collzgt, balancing positive and 
negative repercussions (e.g., respect vs. resentment of the 
time demands of study). The data (combined for all 
children) in Table 14 are controlled as before for gradual 
tion, race and job category. Since the answers were child- 
specific there is also a control for age; ^and because the 
interest here — unlike the guestions about attitudes, conduct 
and grades — is to observe effects of college, the data are 
compiled for the children's current ages and also their ages 
when the parent began and terminated studies* 

Positive reaction is reported for 63% of the children 
and the magnitude increases with age, as seen most clearly 
in the trend of children ranked, "very positive". The posi- 
tive reactions of even the youngest children are more 
pronounced when classified according to ages at the parents 1 
college entrance or exit. Graduates and blacks report more 
very positive and fewer neutral reactions* than non-graduates 
and non-blacks, respectively, so again" there is the now 
familiar link with race and .a more clear sign that the 
academic success of the parent is (in their eyes) finding a 
response in the children. Blue collar workers claim a some- 
what lower /-degree of positive reaction thap white collar 
workers. °f that difference is contributed by assess- 

ment of chaldrWi after the first-born, and the difference is 
diminished afteijr controlling job category by graduation. 
* 

-For all the competition that a heavy educational com- 
mitment could be expected to pose to other aspects of family 
life, including time to attend to the children, there are 
remarkably few children who are said to have reacted nega- 
tively* 9 - * 

Table 15 turns to changes involving the children's 
education* Parents were asked how their enrollment in col- 
lege affected, their children's attitudes toward learning and 
their grades in school* 

About 42% of all children were said to have improved 
their attitudes and, among those scored as *much improved", 
there was again age-dependence. Graduates and blacks are 
even more affirmative t;han for the previous variable, while 
the blue collar/white collar difference, although in the 
same direction, is less distinct. To the extent that it 
exists, it is still eliminated by controlling for gradua- 
tion. 

4/ 

When* the effect on grades is assessed, the percentage 
of children said to have improved drops to 29%, very few are 
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) Table 14 \ 

HOW/PARENTS -THINK CHILDREN REACTED TO THEIR BEING IN COLLEGE 

^ \ ■ 



p 

Children' s Ages 
current 

(when- parent entered college) 
[when parent left college] 



Assessment 
by Parents 



Very 
positive 



Positive 



No 
reaction 



Negative 



Total 
Sample 



26.8 



36.2 



32.5 



4.4 



0-5 



6-11 12-17 18-23 



9.5 19.9 29.6 36.3 

(16.9) (26.3) (35.7) (49.5) 

[12.2] [23.9] [30.7] [45.1] 

20.7 " 41.8 37.9 36.8 

(34.0) (40.8) (37.3) (38.8) 

[27.0] [42.7] [38.0] [36.9] 

62.5* 33.3 28.8 23.1 

(44.3) .(29.1) (22.5) (11.7) 

[55.1] [28.5] [27.7] [13.9] 

7.4 5.0 3.6 3.8 

(4.8) (3.8) (4.4) (0) 

[5.7] [4.9] [3.6] [0] 



Graduate 



yes no 



36.5 21.5 



35.3 36.7 



23.3 37.5 



4.9 4.2 



Race 



non- 
black black 



40.8 23.5 



36.0 36.2 



22.0 34.9 



1.3 5.3 



Job Category 



blue white 
collar collar 



20.6 34.0 



38.2 33.5 



36.5 28.0 



4.6 4.3 
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Table 15 

EFFECTS OF COLLEGE ATTENDANCE ON ATTITUDES AND GRADES 









Children 1 s Ages 
current 

(when parent entered college) 
[when parent left college] 


Graduate 


Race 


Job Category 


Degree of 
Change 




Total 
Sample 


yes no 


non- 
black black 


blue white 
collar collar 








0-5 6-11 12-17 18-23 



CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING 



Much 
improved 




1 c • 0 


D • C 

(8.5) 
[5.3] 


10.0 
(12.6) 
[12.1] 


14.4 15.3 
(14.6) (26.5) 
[15.4] [21.5] 


17.3 


10.0 


Zb 


• z 


y 


• 6 


in 0 
1U • 0 


14.6 


Improved^ 




Z -7 • J. 


1 "7 ft 
X / . O 

(25.3) 
[19.2] 


30.2 
(34.3) 
[33.2] 


31.5 30.1 
(29.7) (20.4) 
[28.4] [37.2] 


37.1 


24.7 


J 0 


A 


c / 


• O 


Zo • D 


Zv • b 


Not 
affected 




58.1 


76.0 
(66.1) 
J75.5] 


59.6 
(52.9) 
[54.4] 


53.8 54.1 
(55.3) (4.3.1) 
[55.9] [41.3] 


_45.6 


65.0 




0 


62 


7 


60 R 


RR 








CHILDREN'S GRADES IN SCHOOL 














Much 
improved 




^=M^ ] 

6.5 


5.2 
(5.7) 
[4.6] 


5.7 
(5.3) 
[5.0] 


4.3 10.0 
(8.2) (11.7) 
[7.1] [11.4] 


9.8 


4.8 


14 


.4 


4 


.8 


5.0 


8.0 


Improved 




22.3 


5.2 
(19.5) 
[12.6] 


21.6 
(25.1) 
[23.1] 


27.3 18.5 
(21.3) (24.7) 
[24.8] [23.8] 


27.5 


19.6 


30 


.9 


20 


.5 


23.1 


21.8 


Not 
affected 




70.3 


89.7 
(74.0) 
[82.9] 


62.0 
(68.6) 
[70.6] 


67.3 70.7 
(69.7)' (63.6) 
[67.1] [64.8] 


62.0 


74.7 


53 


.5 


74 


.0 


71.4 


68.9 



classified as "much improved" and the age dependence is 
slight. Academic success of the parents and racial back- 
ground remain important, but the job category differences 
are gone* 

The age 4 dependence of the children's reactions to the 
parent being in college and of their attitudinal changes is 
of interest, in part, because of its direction: adult 
children are said t6 be more affected than those of school 
age. It also appears that as one moves closer to the period 
when the parents were in college (by grouping the children 
according to their ages at entrance and exit), the impacts 
ncrease for the younger children. It is important to know 
now early children can be affected by their parents' 
educational endetavors and it takes no prodigious feat of 
intuition to assume that a child who was six when the parent 
was in college will manifest greater consequences than one 
who is six now and whose parent stopped school some years 
ago. Unfortunately, few parents in this sample are still in \^ 
school, so a contemporary college-child interaction cannot 
be measured and the only recourse is manipulation of the 
ages. 

There is a probleitf in doing this, of course, in that 
the resulting data as so far presented are contaminated 
because the percentages shown for each agje. group, con- 
structed according to the college entry ' or exit of the 
parent, are a hybrid of the contributions of children still 
fh that age group and those of children who, today; are in 
the next highest age bracket. Since effects appear to 
increase with age, the latter group will inflate the 
apparent results "downstream" from their current; age to an 
extenti which is a function of whether the parent is answer- 
ing thfe questions for the child as of the present, or as of 
the period when the , parent was closer to the college 
experience. In order to resolve the two contributions, the 
data were recalculated controlling for the current age 
groups of the children, and are presented in Tables 16 
and 17. 

The first kind of information which can be obtained is 
a measure of the "contamination" described above. For any 
ar;e group at any current age, that contribution is made by 
the data on the children immediately below (in the next cur- 
rent age bracket) on the table. Thus, for example, children 
who were 0-5 when the parent entered or left college, but 
are now 6-11, are said to have reacted more positively than 
children who were (and still are) 0-5 at the time of 
entrance (or exit)—and, ipso facto , the corresponding per- 
centages in Tables 14 and 15 (for children 0-5 at college 
entry or exit) are "inflated" by the contribution of 
children no longer 0-5. 
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Table 16 

EFFECT OF AGE ON HOW CHILDREN REACT TO PARENTS GOING TO COLLEGE 



Reaction 
to Col iege 


Chi Idren' s Ages : 


When Parent Entered College 


When Parent. Left College 


unborn 

to 5 6-11 12-17 18-23 24 up, 


unborn « 
to 5 6-11 12-17 18-23 24 up 


CHILDREN NOW 0-5 


Very positive 
' Pos It 1 VG 
No reaction . 
Negat 1 ve 
Distr Ibut Ion 
N 


9 6 
20.9 
63.0 
6.5 
100.0 
230 


10.0 
21,5 
61.8 
6.vB 
100.0 
220 


CHILDREN NOW 6-1 1 


Very posi t Ive 
Positive . . 
No reaction . 
Negative 
Di str Ibut ion 
N 


18.7 23.0 
40.5 45.5 
36.5 26.4 

4,3 5.1 
70.1 29.9 

417 178 


15.3 . 21.9 

34.4 45.1 
47.2 27.9 

3.1 5.1 

27.5 72.5 
163 430 


CHILDREN NOW 12-17 


, Very posi t Ive 
Positive . . 
No reaction . 
Negative 
Distr Ibut ion 
N . . . 


28.0 40.4 
38.3 36.8 
30.5 17.5 

3.2 5.3 
85.9 14.1 

347 57 


28.5 31 1 

38.8 37.4 

29.9 27.4 
2.8 4.2 

53.0 47.0 
214 190 


* f CHILDREN NOW 18-23 


Very posi t ive 
Pos It 1 ve 
No reaction . 
Di str ibut Ion 

N . . . ; . . 


34 4 4fr*3 
37.5 S.I 
24.0 19.5 
82.4 17.6 
192 4 1 


30.4 45.3 

59. 1 33.7 
28,3 15.8 

59.2 40.8 
138 95 


CHILDREN NOW 24-29 


Very posi t ive 
Positive . . 
No reaction . 
Negative . , 
Di str Ibut ion 
N 


51.6 78.9 
41.9 15 8 
6.5 5.3 
0 0 
76.5 23.5 
62 19 


44.4 64.6 
48. 1 29.6 
7,4 5.6 
0 0 
33,3 66.7 
27 *54 


All children are included In this table regardless of birth order. 1 
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Table 17 

EFFECT OF AGE ON HOW CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING CHANGE 
AS A RESULT OF PARENTS' ATTENDING COLLEGE 


Change 


Chi Idren's Ages: , 


When Parent Entered College 


When Parent Left College 


unborn 

to 5 6-11 12-17 18-23 24 up 


unborn 

to 5 6-11 12-17 18-23 24 up 


CHILOREN NOW 0-5 


Much Improved 
Improved , . 
Not affected 
Worse , . . , 
Distr Ibut Ion 
N 


6.2 
17.8 
76.0 
0 

100.0 
225 


6 5 
18.1 
75.4 
0 

100.0 
2 16 


CHILDREN NOW 6-11- 


Much Improved 
Improved . , 
Not affected 
Worse .... 
0 i str ibut ion 
N . ... 


9.8 10.6 
27 4 37.4 
62.9 52.0 

0.2 0 
70.1 29.9 

420 179 


3.7 12.5 
20.7 33.9 
75.6 53,3 
0 0 2 
27.5 72.5 

164 433 


CHILDREN NOW 12-17 


Much improved 
Improved . . 
Not affected 
Worse . . . . 
Distr Ibut ion 
N ..... . 


13.6 19.3 
32.8 24.6 
53.3 56.1 

0.3 0 
85.8 ' 14.2 

346 57 


11.3 18.0 
31.9 312 
56.3 50 8 

0.5 0 
J53.0 47.0 

213 189 


CHILDREN NOW 18-23 


Much^JmjjffS^ved 
Improved . . 
Not affected 
Worse . . . 
Distr ibut Ion 
N 


13.2 25.0 
31.2 25 0 
55.0 50.0 

0.5 0 
82.5 17.5 

189 40 


11.9 20.2 
24.4 38.3 
63.0 41.5 

0.7 0 
59.0 41.0 

135 94 


CHILDREN NOW 24-29 


Much Improved 
Improved . . 
Not affected 
Worse .... 
Distr ibut ion 
N 


27.4 44.4 
33.9 16 7 
38 7 38.9 

0 0 

77.5 22.5 
62 18 


25.9 34,0 
33.3 28.3 

40.7 37.7 
0 0 

33.8 66.3 
27 53 


A 

* 

A1^^0^„ron are Included In this table regardless of birth ^rder ^ » 



In other cases this is not true. Such cases seem 
numerous in both tables and an example is the near identity 
of results reported on children's reactions who are or were 
12-17 when the parent left college (Table 16). 

The second comparison to make is horizontal, to observe 
in each age bracket whether parents give different answers 
according to whether their children are or were a given age 
at the time of college entry or exit* Rather consistently 
(and always in the "very positive" or "much improved" 
categories) , the rating for reactions or attitude changes 
are lower for the children who were younger. 

Together these results indicate that parents are dif- 
ferentiating to some degree according to their children's 
ages at the time of college entry and exit, and that younger 
children can experience the greater effects represented by 
tHe adjusted age data* It is no doubt also true that parents 
are answering as well for the present attitudes of their 
children. To what extent is not known, but this is not only 
inevitable, it was not precluded by the wording of the 
questions — especially the one on changes in learning 
attitudes. It was asked whether change Occurred as a result 
of college, not when in relation to college attendance the 
change manifested itself . 



* 

Now that all the child-specific variables have been 
introduced, their interactions can be summarized — but first, 
it is necessary to do a housekeeping chore. The previous 
data have been consolidated across all birth orders so as to 
limit the number of tables. As previously stated, this is 
done at the sacrifice of independent observations. It is 
worth knowing, on the one hand, whether this causes a dis- 
tortion because parents are t ruly trying to distinguish 
their children and combining the data blurs such distinc- 
tions (including birth order effects); and, on the other, 
whether merging the data is justified because the birth 
order differences are minimal — but that the data are tainted 
because parents are responding similarly for all children 
(in which case, not only are parents not making independent 
observations, but large families would dominate by, in 
essence, being granted multiple entries). 

Table 18 shows the correlations for each variable 
across birth order. It is clear that the variables fall 
into three groups: 

1) The single "objective" variable, children f s grade 
averages, shows almost no correlation across birth 
order and is the best evidence that parents are 
reporting distinctly on each child. This means that 
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Table 18 

CORRELATIONS OF CHILD-SPECIFIC VARIABLES ACROSS BIRTH ORDER 





Birth 
Order 


Correlations with Birth Order: 


2 3 4 


CHILDREN'S GRADE AVERAGES 


1 

2 
3 


0.12 0.05 0.10 
0.07 0.04 
0.26 


ATTITUDE OF CHILDREN TOWARD SCHOOL AND LEARNING 


1 
2 

3 • 


0.19 0.15 0.22 
0.11 0.31 
0.18 


CHILDREN'S SCHOOL CONDUCT 


1 

2 
3 


0.31 0.22 0.11 
0.22 0.15 
0.38 


MOBS PARENTS PREFER FOR CHILDRB^ 


1 

2 
3 


0.38 0.25 0.25 
0.33 0.20 
0.37 


JOBS PARENTS THINK PROBABLE FOR CHILDREN 


1 

2 
3 


0.33 0.18 0.27 
0.22 0.18 
0.21 


CHILDREN'S REACTIONS TO PARENT BEING IN COLLEGE 


1 

2 
3 


0.64 0.57 0.60 
0.66 0.70 
0.79 
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Table 18 (continued) 



Birth 
Order" 


Correlations with Birth Order: 


2 3 4 


CHANGE IN CHILDREN'S LEARNING ATTITUDES 


\ 

3 


0.66 0.54 0.57 
0.66 0.64 
0.89 


CHANGE IN CHILDREN'S GRADES* 


1 
2 
3 


0.70 0.53 0.56 
0.65 0.68 
0.83 



* "Children scored , "does not apply", (too young or 
too old) are excluded. 



the combined data on grade averages in Table 9 would;' 
be distributed differently if*there were a table for 
each birth order* (it does not change the fact 
that, for example, the given percentage of all 
children of a certain age had a certain grade 
average . ) 

2) The "static" school variables (attitude and conduct) 
and the job preference and probability variables 
show a modest correlation across birth order, but 
without any consistent pattern. This is further 
evidence that parents ^are distinguishing their 
children. It is not surprising that parents see 
similarities i^ the attitudes and conduct , of their 
children, similarities which may be greater than 
those in academic performance. Note, too, that the 
strongest correlations in this group are for job 
preference, and it is not unexpected that these 
parental desires should be comparable for all off- 
spring, while correlations for job probabil ity 
(which is less in control of parents) is lower. 

3) All three variables measuring changes in the 
children as a result of tre parent going to college 
are highly correlated across birth order. This is a 
strong statement by the parents that the impacts of 
college were felt by the entire family and one can 
have more confidence in that assessment because of 
by the previous evidence that the parents are treat- 
ing their children individually. 
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It is not remiss to note here that the sum of, these 
observations is what one would expect if what happens in the 
family is more important to children's attitudes about 
education than what happens in school; that is, it is an 
action by the parent — going to college — which has brought 
about high correlations among the offspring in relation to 
education. 

The correlations among the variables for which child-^ 
specific answers were requested are given in Table 19, for 
each birth order. The partial correlation coefficients, 
controlling for current age, are also shown, 15 

The general pattern is that the "static" variables 
(school attitude., conduct, g/iade. avz/iage.) correlate strongly 
with each other, as do the college-related variables (/ieac- 
tlon to patitnt in colltge. , change.* Jin attitude, and g/tade.*) . 
The correlations between the non-college and college-related 
variables are weaker. This is to be expected since the 
baselines prior to the parents' college attendance (for 
example, the ge.ne.Kal attitude, touoa/id Achool) are unknown and 
differ among the children, and because measurements $re 
capped by maximum values ( "excel lent 11 attitude, "A" average) 
which may have existed before the college effect! For 
example, the grades of 72% of the (first-born) children with 
"A" averages were said to have been unaffected by the 
parents* college. ' 

There are some differences across birth order but the 
only trends seem to be stronger correlations between 
attitude, change.* and g/iadt change.* with the attitude, touoa/id 
school. The strength of the relationship between g/iade. 
average and /itaction to the. paKtnt going to cotte.ge. appears 
to decrease with birth order, but the decline disappears 
when the effects of age are removed. Otherwise, age does 
not seem to be too important. 

The correlations between non-college and coJlege- 
related variables in all birth orders are somewhat weaker 
after controlling for race, job category and graduate status 
(especially the latter two, which themselves - correlate 
strongly) — in particular, tho correlations between g/iade. 
ave./iage. and attitude, on. gnadz change.6. But if these dif- 
ferences are small, there are almost no differences among 
the college-related variables themselves when controlled for 
race, job and graduation; that is, once a parent reports on, 
say, the child's ^taction to colltgt, the social charac- 
teristics will not determine the rating of attitudinal and 
grade changes. 



15 Partials are calculated using pairwise deletion of 
missing data. Children scored, "does not apply", for grade 
changes are excluded. 




Table 19 

CORRELATIONS OF CHILD-SPECIFIC VARIABLES WITHJN BIRTH ORDER 



Variables 



Zero Order Correlations 
(Partials, Controlling for Agfe) 



School Grade Reaction Attitude, Grade 
Conduct Average to College Change Change 



FIRST-BORN CHILDREN 





n 


.57 


0.67 


n o c 


u • 


1 Q 

X? 


n i £ 
u • x o 


a t* f* i hnHp 

u U U X U UU \Z 


(0 


.57) 


(0.66) 


I 0 31 ) 


(0 


2(1 ) 


\ u • x / ; 


OCuOUX 






0.48 


n 9d 


n 

u • 


xo 


n i a 

U • X ft 








(0.48) 


f 0 26) 




14 ) 
x* / 


f n 14.) 


VJ LdUc 








n i o 


u • 


i n 
xu 


n hp 

U.JO 


average 








(0.23) 


(0, 


11) 


(0.09) 


Reaction 










0. 


46 


0.39 


to ^college 










(0. 


45) 


(0.40) 


Attitude 














0.68 


c nci ii y c 














\ U • bo ) 






SECOND-BORN 


PUT r nDT?M 












.60 


0.65 


n 1 Q 


n 

u • 


Z X 


n o i 

U • Z X 


a 1 1 i t ude 

U I* V* X I* Uvlw 


(0 


.60) 


(0.64) 


(0 23) 


(0 


23) 










0.57 


n n 


n 

u • 


i n 
xu 


n i r 
u • X o 


conduct 






(0.57) 


(0.16) 


(0 


13) 

X J / 


(0 19) 


VjL uUC 








n 1 


n 

u • 


XO 


n iq 

U • X 0 


average 








(0.22) 


(0. 


17) 


( 0.19) 


Reaction 










0. 


51 


0.40 


to college 










(0. 


48) 


(0.39) 


Att itude 














0.68 


change 














(0.67) 






THIRD- BORN 


CHILDREN 








School 


0 


.63 


0.68 


0.18 


0. 


24 


0.22 


attitude 


(0 


.62) 


(0.67) 


(0.26) 


(0. 


28) 


(0.24) 


School 






0.57 


0.13 


0. 


07 


Q.09 


conduct 






(0.56) 


(0.21) 


(0. 


11) 


(0.11) 


Grade 








0.11 


■ 0. 


10 


0.10 


average 








(0.20) 


(0: 


15) 


(0.13) 


Reaction 










0. 


47 


0.43 


to college 










(0. 


42) 


(0.42) 


"Attitude 














0.77 


change 














(0.77) 
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Table 19 (continued) 




Zero Order Correlations 
(Partials, Controlling for Age) 



School Grade Reaction Attitude Grade 
Conduqt Average to College Change Change 



FOUF\TH-BORN CHILDREN 



Att i/tude 
change 



0.64 / 0.57 0 .18 0.30 0. 30 

(0.61) /(0.53) (0.28) (0.38) (0.32) 

f 0.51 0.22 0.17 0.28 

W0.46) (0 .32 ) ( 0 .23) -(0. 30) 

\ 0.07 0.09 0.06 

1 (0.21) (0.19) (0.08) 

J 0.54 0.43 

^ (0.51) (0.43) 

/ ^ 0.73 

(0.74) 



It is helpful to see some, of the results present eftK^irr^ 
this section in more detail. Table 20 is a crosstabul^t ion 
of attitudinal and grade changes as functions of\how 
children titacttd to thzix. pan.tnV 6 attending colltgt (with 
data for all children in the sample combined). There is t\ie 
peculiarity that some children improved their attitude.* 
toitidfid Zta/tning even though their /ttaction to colttgt was 
negative, but the numbers are so small — only , 4.4% of the 
children were said to have a negative reaction — that there 
is no point in speculating on the reasons. 

Table 21 displays two breakdowns which relate Ktaction* 
OjJ tht childtitn to whether parents intended to 6tt an 
txamptt by going to college and whether the intent was sup- 
ported *by interaction with the children — in this case, molt 
convocation about school mattttib. In the breakdown on the 
left, the dependent variable is -one ansyered in general for 
all children in thf family, whether J they cant mon.1 about 
education. The dependent variable „in the righthand, break- 
down is ghild-specif ic , whether theire was a change in 
attJXudt tovoatid learning r and the results are shown for 
fir&t-born and second-born children. 

m 

The results are comparable in both instances. The 
greater the desire to 6tt an example, the more likely the 
report that the children c<ue motie. ' about education or 
improve their attitude* touiaKd Z^ean.ning f and within each 
level- of importance for netting an example, increased com- 
munication with the children makes the outcomes more posi- 
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Table 20 

LEARNING ATTITUDE AND GRADE CHANGES AS A FUNCTION OF 
REACTION TO THE PARENT'S COLLEGE ATTENDANCE 



> 

Degree of 
Change 




Reaction to Parent Being in College" 




Very 
Positive 


Positive 


No 

Reaction 


Negative 


CHANGE IN 


CHILDREN'S 


ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING 


Much improved 




36'.0 


8.0 


0.8 


0 


Improved 




34.4 


42.9 


9.0 


31.4 


Not affected 




29.6 


49.1 


89.8 


67.1 


Worse \ 




0 


0 


0.4 


1.4 


CHANGE IN CHILDREN'S GRADES 


Much improved 




17.8 


3.3 


0.3 


1.8 


Improved 




35.1 


26.1 


5.5 


5.5 


Not affected 




47.1 


• 69.4 


93.1 


85.5 


Worse 




0 


0.6 


1.1 


7.3 



J 
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Table 21 

BREAKDOWN OF OUTCOMES BY PARENTS' INTENTIONS 
AND PARENT-CHILD INTERACTIONS 



Children CARE MORE about Education 1 

BY Wanted to Set an EXAMPLE 

BY More TALK abou^b* School Matters 



Broken 
Down by: 

' 0 



Population 

EXAMPLE, 
TALK 
TALK 

EXAMPLE 
TALK 
TALK 

EXAMPLE 
TALK 
TALK 



Value Labels 



Mean 



Very important 
yes 
no 

Fairly important 
yes 
r;o 



1.53 

1.29 
1.21 
1.56 

1.56 
1.49 
1.69 



Not \very important 1.79 
yes 1.70 

1.86 



no 



Changed LEARNING ATTITUDES of Children 1 

BY Wanted to Set an EXAMPLE 

BY More TALK about School Matters 



Broken 
Down by:. 



Population 

EXAMPLE 
TALK 
TALK 

EXAMPLE 
TALK 
TALK 

EXAMPLE 
TALK 
TALK 



Mean 4 



Value Labels 



First Second 
Child Child 



2.37 2.52 



Very important 
yes 
no 

Fairly important 
yes 
no 



2.12 
1.96 
2.65 

2.43 
2.31 
2.67 



Not very important 2.63 
yes 2.48 
no 2.74 



2.18 
2.07 
2.63 

2.60 
2.55 
2.70 

2.81 
2.72 
2.87 



'CARE MORE: l=yeSf. v 2=no 2 
'EXAMPLE: F=52.4 SigM£ic3.nce<0 .0001 eta=0.405 eta =0.164 
3 LEARNING ATTITUDES: l=much improved; 2=improved; 3=not affected; 4=worse; 

5=much worse 2 

4 EXAMPLE : F=25.4 Signi f icanceSO.0001 eta=0.293 eta =0.083 (first child); 

F=39.9 Signif icanceSO .0001 eta=0.384 eta =0.148 (second child) ^ 
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tive. The eta squared for fitting an zxamplz indicates that 
this variable accounts for about 15% of the reported changes 
in attitude. 

Breakdown tables with other variables show similar 
results; for example, thangz* in gnadz* as a function of the 
desire to bz bzttzti zquippzd to hzlp with tchoolvootik and 
hzlping with tzhoolwotik . (Here the eta squared for wanting 
to bz ablz to *hzlp is 0.12 for first-born and 0.06 for 
second-born children.) Also, the same consistent pattern of 
means occurs when the dependent variable is ability to hzlp 
with homzwonk and the independents are, wanting to bz bzttzti 
zquippzd to do' so and the Lmpontanzz to aucozaa in li^z - 
which pa/iznt* givz to school pzti&otimancz . (Eta Squared for 
* wanting to bz bzttzti zquippzd=0. 23) . 

* 

Finally, a reverse perspective is to characterize fur- 
ther the people who answer a guestion in a particular way bv^ 
using that answer as an independent variable. This is ^kfffe 
for the outcome, changz6 in attitudz6 toward Izatining, as 
shown in Table 22. This table was generated by creating 
three subsamples. The first was of all people who gave the 
answer "much improved" at least once. The second and third 
subsamples included all those who answered, "improved" or 
"not affected" at least once, respectively. Then frequen- 
cies of the responses on other variables were calculated for 
\ach subsample. 

V* 

The results show that the less positive the response 
about thangtd Izanning attittidz* of children, the less like- 
ly the parents are to be graduates, or blue collar workers, 
or black or willing to be interviewed. They also differ 
somewhat in their opinions, especially on the impo/ttunzz o& 
collzgz zducation to mccz&6 2>r«Lc(Se. There is little dif- 
ference in tho "static" variables (only data for the first 
child are shown) or in job preferences, but there is a 
decreasing probability of professional job status and 
likelihood of going to college if learning attitudes have 
not improved significantly. 

There is considerable consistency in that parents who 
respond very positively to this question also do so on other 
college-related variables, and vice versa ,. Also, the change 
across response categories for the college-related variables 
is greater than can be accounted for by the change across 
categories for the demographic and socioeconomic variables. 
The extreme cases are change* in gtiadz* and changz* in 
catizz/i goal*, which vary much more than that of racial 
makeup, the most volatile among the first set of variables. 

In general, then, parents see changes in their children 
if intentions with regard to them formed part of their 



42 



Table 22 

CHANGE IN ATTITUDE TOWARD LEARNING AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 



• 




Populat ion 










Change In 


Learning 


At 1 1 tude . 


Dependent Var 1 abl es * 




Total 






























Sample 


much 






not 










Improved 


improved 


af f ected 


Graduate: yes .* 




34 


.5 


46 


.6 


39 


.9 


30.0 


Job category: blue collar , 




59 


.6 


55 


. 4 


60 


. 1 


63.3 


Union member: yes 




65 


. 8 


68 


. 4 


6 1 


. 3 


66.5 


Race: black 




19 


.5 


39 


.8 


23 


3 


13 8 


Spouse's education: some college & higher 




37 


9 


38 


6 


35 


.0 


33.9 


Willing to be Interviewed: yes 




40 


8 


64 


1 


4 4 


7 


36.5 


Local school qua! \ ty: excel lent 




13 


—t— 
3 


13 


6 


10 


0 


12.5 


State colleges quality: excellent 




26 


7 


35 


3 


26 


1 


24.0 


School performance very important to success 




7 1 


0 


o J 


1 


1 H 

I z 


0 


70.2 


College education very Important , to success 




49 


9 


66 

*. 


4 


Ob 


6 


43.8 


Attitude toward school: excellent 




38 


2 


A Q 


c 
o 


do 




42.8 


Conduct In school: excellent 




41 


5 


A C 


y 


A A 




4 1 .0 


Grade average of child: "A" 




24 


3 


nC 

20 


V 


2 1 


0 


25.8 


Job preferred for child: professional 




57 


5 


55 


4 


57 


9 


53 . 7 


Job probable for child: professional 




27 


4 


32 


0 


29 


6 


^3.6 


Think all children will go to college 




45 


2 


61 


5 


47 


5 


36 .5 


Reaction of child to college: excellent 




29 


5 


68 


6 * 


30 


6 


2 \ 0 


Child's grades: much Improved . . / 

? T * J 




5 


0 


31 


2 


2 


0 


0.5 


Setting an example: very Important 




37 


3 


67 


9 


40 


1 


28.6 


I I vovvoi oum lU l lfcj l \J Willi nUfliaWUiK. Vwl y ilTlJJUriClMl 




20 


3 


34 


0 


21 


0 


15.4 


Keeping up with children: very Important . . .* . . . . 




14 


7 


27 


4 


12 


2 


12.0 


Children care more about education: yes 




45 


2 


85 


0 


69 


4 


32,6 


Can help more with homework: yes 




46 


5 


64 


3 


53 


7 


37.9 


More conversation about school matters: yes 




63 


5 


86. 


7 


76 


2 


55.0 


Competition with children for grades: yes 




20 


7 


50 


6 


29 


1 


12.6 


More respect from children: yes .... 




46. 


1 


77. 


6 


59 


6 


37.5 


Children changing career goals: yes 




17 


0 


48. 


1 


24 


3 


9.8 


More Inclined to vote for school bonds: yes 




34. 


2 


54. 


2 


40 


2 


30. 1 



♦Reading the table: "Total sample* 4 refers to the percentage In the sample which has the 
given value on each variable. Rfcr example, 34.5% of the total sample are graduates. For 
"change In learning attitude" read, "Of those who said attitude was much improved (Improved, 
not affected), X% had the value Y on the dependent variable." For example, of those who 
said attitude was much improved, 46.6'/. were graduates. Only the most positive values for 
the variaDft^ are shown (e.g., very important, excellent). For child-specific variables, 
only the per\cent for the eldest child is given under both "total sample" and "change in 
learning attitude". 



reasons for, or expected benefits from, enrolling in college 
and if they did something about those intentions via 
increased school-related interactions* 



The Time Factors 

Earlier, "there was allusion to the myriad calendar per- 
mutations possible between the schooling of children and the 
college attendance of parents, and the complicating effects 
these might have. In order to test for such influences, 
correlations were computed between several time factors and 
the variables related to changes in the children, both 
general and child-specific, with the following results: 

1) The total length oh time the parent spent in USWC 
correlated positively 1 * only with impwved lea/ining 
attitude* of first (0.10) and second (0.07) 
children, with improved gwde* for the first child 
(0.09), with whether children caw mow about educa- 
tion (0.09), with mow pawnt- child talk about 
school (0.08), and with the gwateti inclination oh 

^ pawnt* to vote ion. *chool bond* (0.12). Because 
^ longer times in college are characteristic of those 
who stay until graduation, partial correlations con- 
trolling for graduation were calculated. The cor- 
relations with improved g/iade* and learning 
attitude* and with mow pawnt' child continuation 
disappeared. The coefficient for caning mow about 
education fell to 0.06, but the correlation with 
bond voting was unchanged. 

2) The length oh time *ince tke parent la*t attended 
USWC was matched with the same variables and it cor- 
related significantly with gtiade improvement of all 
four children (0.08, 0.17, 0.16, 0.21), with the 
desire to "keep up" with the children (0.08) with 
competition h 0 * 1 g*-&dz& (0.10), and*with mow patient- 
child conven.*ation about school (0.08). Only the 
last relationship remained after controlling for 
college graduation. 

3) For each child the length of time there was overlap 
between his/her schooling 17 and the parent's college 
attendance^ was calculated and then correlated with 
waction to the pawnt being in college and with 
change* in attitude* ok gtiade*. The waction* of 
the second and third-born children correlated with 



1 4 The signi f icance of correlat ions repot ted in this 
section are £0.05, 

1 7 Pre-college . 

44 5 / 



the length of ovtllap (0.13 and 0.15, respectively) 
and so did the impKovtmtnt in Itanning attitude.* of 
all children, (0 o 08, 0.22, 0.21, 0,23, by birth 
order) — but gJiadt imp/iovtmtnt only of second-born 
children (0.1.5) showed a positive relationship with 
schooling ovztilap* Again, length of overlap is 
likely to be longer for graduates and, when con- 
trolling for this, the only significant correlations 
which remained were between ovztilap time and the 
^taction to colttgt of the second-^born (0.11), the 
attitude, impnovtmtnt* of second- (0.17) and third- 
born (0.14), and the gnadt imptiove.mtnt4 in second- 
born (0.12) , children. 

All in all, none of these time factors seem to be very 
important to the positive changes parents report in their 
children and this is a bit unexpected because, a priori , one 
might suppose that more would happen (for better or worse) 
the longer the exposure to this new element^ in family life. 
The explanation came in two meetings with (a total of over 
100) new students in the programs in Detroit and Los 
Angeles. They had only been studying a few weeks when they - 
were asked if there had been responses in their children; 
yet, most raised their hands and began to tell stories. So, 
in part at least, the reaction of children to parents being 
in college is a threshold effect and results can be observed 
soon after studies begin. 

On the other hand, the impact of graduation as a con- 
trol on the correlations with the time factors suggests that 
the academic success of the parent is important to the per- 
r ceptions he or she has of the children. But — like starting 
college— this , too, appears to have to do with a transition, 
^ because among the non-graduates there are almost no sig- 
nificant correlations with the number of credit, hours earned 
(progress) and the child change variables, and when the 
grade average (academic success) of the parent in college is 
used as a measure (controlled for graduation) , there are 
positive correlations only with the ^taction* ob tht 
thitdntn to colltgt. 



Comparison of the Detroit and Kansas City Samples 



Of the 75 respondents from Kansas City, 59 have at 
least one child. In many ways this group differs from the 
one in Detroit. They are 75% women 11 , 7% black, 33% union 
members and 73% white collar workers. While all the sub- 
jects in Detroit had completed at least one academic year, 
45$ of the Kansas City group had done so, although another 



l 4 28% are divorced and 10% widowed, similar to the 

Detroit women. 

\ 
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25% were about to complete their second semester. None, of* 
course, in Kansas City hold the baccalaureate, but 16% were 
.about to receive an associate's degree. A major difference 
is that all in Kansas City were currently in college. 

The Kansas City parents rate their local schools some- 
what better than the Detroit parents (72% say, "excellent" 
or "good" ,, vs. 54%), but 63% believe those schools need more 
"money (vs. 34% in Detroit). The two groups rate the impor- 
tance of school performance to success in life similarly and 
the Kansas City group gives only slightly more importance to 
college ( 56%= very important ) than do people in Detroit 
(50%) . 

Answers to a number of the questions about the children 
were correlated with the origin of the respondent. Higher 
order partial correlations were calculated, controlling for 
the variables by which the Detroit and Kansas City groups 
differ. Because of the small size of the Kansas City 
sample, only eldest children were included in the child- 
specific variables. These results are in Table 23. Nega- 
tive correlations mean a more positive response was given by 
the Kansas City sample, and vice versa . 

It is readily apparent that the differences between the 
two cities are slight and generally not very significant, 
although it must be remembered that, the independent variable 
(city or origin) is a dichotomy and so are some of the 
dependent variables (yes/no answers), so that a small coef- 
ficient may mask larger differences. 1 ' 

Controlling fcjr the sex of the respondent alone 
decreases the significance of most of the coefficients and 
sometimes introduces a change" in sign. Race and job 
category influence fewer coefficients and are not shown as 
first order partials. When the major differences between 
.the groups — sex, race and union membership — are combined, 
the only third order partials wh. * P^0.15 are gK&de. changes 
and moAt talk about^ school matttn.6 (to which the Kansas City 
sample responds more positively) and htlp uolth homzwo/ik and 
compttltlon ioK QKadt* (with the opposite sign). 

This comparison is not quite proper, however, because 
it has already -been shown that graduates give more positive 
responses and such people are only found in the Detroit 
sample. When the effect of graduation is removed, the only 
changes, besides minor ones in value, are the addition of 



x *For example, although Pearson ! s R for parents helping 
more with homework is only 0.094, a crosstabulat ion shows 
46.5% of the Detroit sample saying "yes" to this question 
while only 25.7% of those in Kansas City do so. 
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Table 23 

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES PROM DETROIT AND KANSAS CITY: 
ZERO AND HIGHER ORDER CORRELATIONS* 



Variable 
which was 
correlated 
with city: 


\ 


Controlled 


by: 


Order 


sex 


sex , race , 
union 


sex , race , 
un i on , 
graduate 


School 

attitude* * . . • . 


-0.055 
(0.063) 


-0.034 
(0.174) 


-0. 

(0. 


0l>5 
250) 


-0.039 
(0.140) 


Grade 

average* * .... 


-0.031 
(0.205) 


-0.005 
(0.450) 


0. 
(0. 


016 

333) 


0.005 
(0.451) 


Reaction to parent 
in college** . . . 


-0.085 
. (0.010) 


0.028 
v (0.225) 


-0. 
(0. 


003 
466) 


-0.026 
(0.246) 


Change in 

attitude** .... 


-0.015 
(0.346) 


0.067 
(0.035) 


0. 
(0. 


031 
200) 


-0.012 
(0.376) 


Grade 

change** 


-0.081 
( 0.020) 


-0.045 
(0.130) 


-0. 
(0. 


086 
016) 


-0.108 
(0.004) 


Chances children 
go to college . \ 


-0.052 
(0.073) 


0.010 
(0.387) 


0. 
(0. 


006 
434) 


-0.017 
(a. 318) 


Wanted to help 
with schoolwork 


0.034 
(0.180) 


0.040 
(0.138) 


-0. 
(0. 


013 
368) 


0.016 
(0.333) 


Wanted to 

set an example . • 


0. 009 
(0.406) 


0.065 
(0.040) 


0. 
(0. 


030 
213) 


0.004 
(0.460) 


Wanted to 

"keep up" . . . ♦ 


-0.038 
(0.157) 


0.065 
(0.040) 


-o. 

(0. 


029 
224) 


0.002 
(0.476) 


Children care more 
about education 


-0.008 
(0.417) 


0.044 
(0.119) 


0. 
(0. 


027 
235) 


-0.005 
(0.443) 


More respect 

for parent .... 


-0.075 
(0.023) 


0.057 
(0.066) 


0. 
(0. 


038 
159) 


0.016 
(0.340) 


Children have 

new job goals . . 


-0.084 
(0.013) 


0..031 
(0.209) 


0. 
(0. 


010 
395) 


0.005 
(0.445) 




Table 23 (continued) 



Variable 
which was 
correlated 
with city: 




Controlled by: 


Ze r o 
Order 


GOV 


be A / LdCc f 

union 


sex, race , 

i in i An 
un 1 Ull / 

graduate 


Parents help more 
with homework . . 


0,094 
(0.015) 


n 

u • ± o c 

0.001) 


u • u o z> 

(0.020) 


(0.028) 


More talk about 
school matters . . 


-0.067 
(0.049) 


-0.015 
(0.359) 


' -0.044 
(0.145) 


-0.060 
(0.072) 


Competition 

for grades • . • • 


-0.030 
(0.240) 


0.095 
(0.014) 


■ 0.078 
(0.036) 


0.033 
(0.225) 


Parents vote more 
for school bonds . 


-0.032 
(0.195) 


0.019 
(0.309) 


-0.015 
(0.346) 


-0.021 
(0.294) 


"Signi f icance 


(P) is in 


parentheses . 





* *Child-specif ic variables shown for first child 
only. - \ 



school attitude. (P^O.14) and the loss of parent-child QKadi 
compzt<Lt<Lon. 

From these data it appears that adults following the 
same college program in two cities cannot be distinguished 
by the perceptions they have of the effects of their studies 
on their children 20 (and especially not when there has been 
control for the socioeconomic variables which differentiate 
them) and that former and current students give comparable 
answers to the questions asked. The length of time spent in 
college is not a major contributor to how the questions are 
answered. 



ao When controlled for sex, race, union membership and 
graduation, the differences i,n opinions about school quality 
lose significance but the greater perceived need for 
increased school financing in Kansas City persists. 
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DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES 21 



In the previous section, a, number of changes in 
children — as perceived by their parents—were reported, 
along with an initial effort to understand the relative 
presence or absence of these changes by controlling for cer- 
tain variables, usually one at a time: ages of children, 
race, and the parents 1 academic 'success and job category. 
In this section, the analysis is further refined with the 
intent of determining which variables, whether college- 
related or not, are the best predictors of whether changes 
in the children will occur (or will at least be reported by 
the parents as having occurred). 9 

The method chosen for this purpose is' discriminant 
analysis. The aim of discriminant analysis is to distinguish 
between two (or more) groups of cases statistically; for 
example, children whose attitudes have changed from those 
whose attitudes were unaffected. From a * set of variables 
selected with the expectation that they will measure charac- 
teristics on which the groups are thought to differ (the 
independent variables), a function is generated which 
attaches a weighting coefficient to each variable. The 
larger the coefficient of a variable, the greater is the 
contribution that variable makes to distinguishing between 
or among the groups. 

While the coefficients measure the contribution of each 
variable, the overall ability of the discriminant function 
can be judged by the size of the canonical correlation 
associated with the function, and the square of that cor- 
relation can be interpreted "as the proportion of variance 
in the discriminant function explained by the groups". 22 

The second use of discriminant analysis is classifica- 
tion. Once the discriminant function has been determined, 
one can test to see how well the variables which were used 
will classify the original cases into, groups, and cases with 
unknown group membership can also be classified into the 
group for which they have 'the highest probability of member- 
ship. ; * 



2 l Discriminant analysis in this report is based upon 
the description by William R, Klecka, "Discriminant 
Analysis", in: N. H. Nie, et.al, SPSS , second 'edition, 
McGraw-Hill, New York, 1975. 

2 2 ibid. 
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There are basically two procedures for discriminant 
analysis. Either all the independent variables can be 
entered at once (direct method) or they can be entered one 
at a time (stepwise method). The idea of the latter is to 
begin with the variable in the set which discriminates best, 
then to pick from the remaining variables the one which, in 
combination with the first variable, adds the most to the 
discriminating power of the equation — and so on, until there 
are no variables remaining whose * inclusion will add dis- 
criminating power (at a predetermined minimum level of sig- 
nificance). This method avoids excess or redundant informa- 
tion . 



Changes in Attitudes and Grades 

Of all the variables in the questionnaire, there are 
just two which measure school-related changes in the 
children and are child-specific: the parents 1 assessments of 
effects on attitudes toward learning and on grades* Dis- 
criminant analysis was used first on these dependent vari- 
ables, one attitudinal and one behavioral. 

The first problem was to select the independent vari- 
ables. Five kinds of factors were identified which could 
reasonably be expected to affect parental perceptions of 
changes in their children; 

1) .Socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the 
parent ; 

2) The parent's attitudes, values and motivations; 

3) Factors reflecting participation in college and 
changes in behavior resulting from it; 

4) Attributes of a child which might exert an 
influence ; 

5) Real changes in a child's attitudes or grades—of 
which there is no direct measure in the question- 
nai re* 

There are, however, measures of the first four sets of 
factors and, in order to arrive at a final list of vari- 
ables, the possible predictors were first culled by doing 
crosstabulations and correlations of them with each of the 
two dependent variables, separately for each of the first 
three birth orders. The initial criterion for inclusion of 
an independent variable in the final list was that it have a 
pattern of association with at least one of the dependent 
variables, across the birth orders and at a statistically 
significant level (P£0.15). This criterion eliminated a 



number of variables, including the college grade ^averages of 
the parents. 

The second criterion for inclusion was two-fold. 
First, the correlations with the dependent variable should 
be consistent in direction across birth order; second, an 
independent variable could be included only if it did not 
correlate too highly with another independent variable 
(RfcO.50). 25 

The final list of independent variables was: 

• sex of the parent 

• race 

• number of children in the family 

• opinion of the importance of college education to success 

• wanting to encourage children by setting an example 
*^ sex of the children 

• age of children when the parent left college 

• parents' views of children's probable job categories 

• inclination of parents to vote for school bonds 

• more parent-child conversation about school, matters 

• graduation' status of the parents 

The two dependent- variables, change.6 In le.an.ning 
attitudt6 and in g/iade.6, were scored by parents on a five- 
point Likert scale ranging from "much improved" to "much 
worse". The categories, "worse" and "much worse", were 
checked by so few people they were dropped from the 
analysis. Furthermore, in order to have a sufficient number 
of cases in each category, "much improved" and "improved" 
were aggregated so that both atUXixda change.6 and gnadt 
ckange.6 became dichotomous variables with the categories, 
"improved" and "not affected". 

Again for reasons of numbers, the analyses were done 
only for the first two birth orders. The cases selected for 
inclusion were parents with first and/or second children 
aged 6-17 at the time the parent left college, 

There were ^518 parents who fit this description. In 
socioeconomic and demographic Cha-racteri sties and in answers 
to questions about child-related motivations for attending 
college, as well as outcomes, . this group was nearly identi- 
cal to the total sample of 740 parents. The only differen- 
ces in the subsample were that there were* more males (94,8% 
vs. 90.8%), more blue collar workers (66.9% vs. 59.6%) 'and 
fewer graduates (30,1% vs. 34.5%). 

In this subsample for discriminant analysis there were 
487 first-born and 319 second-born children ^ged 6-17 (at 



J3 This would cause mult icoll inear i ty problems. 
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Table 24 

CHILD-SPECIFIC VARIABLES IN THE SUBSAMPLE OF 
PARENTS FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 



Rating by 
Parent 


Birth Order 


First 


Second 


JOBS PARENTS PREFER (THINK PROBABLE) FOR THEIR 


CHILDREN 


Unskilled/ 
. semi-ski lied 
Skilled 
trades . ♦ . 
Office/ 
clerical . . 
Service/ 
sales • • . • 
Technical 

Professional ' 


1.5 
(9.1) 
8.2 
(11.4) 
4.7 
(15.7) 
1.1 
(6.4) 
26.8 
(32.3) 
57.7 
(25.1) 


2.6 
(8.5) 
9.7 
(12.0) 
7.7 
(17.3) 
1 = 9 
(7.4) 
32.6 
(28.5) 
45.5 
(26.4) 


REACTION OF CHILDREN TO PARENT IN COLLEGE 


Very positive 
Positive . . 
No reaction . 
Negative . . 


27.1 
44.0 
25.2 
3.7 


22.8 
41.5 
31.8 
3.9 


CHANGES IN ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING 


Much improved 
Improved . . 
Not affected 
Worse .... 


12.8 
33.9 
53.1 
0.2 


11.6 
32.3 
55.8 
0.2 


CHANGES IN 


CHILDREN'S GRADES • 




Much improved 
Improved . . 
Not affected 
Worse .... 


4.7 
25.4 
68.5 

1.3 


5.4 
21.4 
72.7 

1.0 



college exit). Two-thirds in each birth order were 6-11 
years old and so these are primarily children who were in 
elementary school when their parents were in college. They 
are 52% male. The only notable difference in the ratings 
parents give on child-specific variables (Table 24) is the 
lower preference of professional jobs for second children. 
The iitddtlon of the second-born children to tht paxtnt btLnQ 
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in college, is also a bit r. re neutral than for eldest 
children* 



The set of discriminating variables previously iden- 
tified as all having statistically significant bivariate 
associations with either change.* in attitude.* toward train- 
ing or with ckange.6 in gn.ade.6 were "regressed" stepwise 24 on 
each of these variables, separately by birth order. The 
results (showing standardized discriminant function coeffi- 
cients) are in Table 25. 

In the equation for change* in attitude.* of oldest 
children, there are six variables with statistically sig- 
nificant coefficients and three of these are college-related 
while the others are demographic or child-related* The best 
discriminator is the variable indicating that the parent 
taZkzd mofiz about educational matter* with his children as a 
result of attending college: parents who said they talked 
mo/ie were also more likely to say their children improved 
their learning attitudes than parents whose discussions did 
not increase. This factor was a much stronger predictor of 
change* in learning attitude than any other. 

Next in importance are probable, cattee/i* for the 
children and fyie number oh chJULdnen in the family. The 
probable job *tatu* of children in the "improved" category 
of learning attitude, was reckoned by parents to be higher 
than that for children whose attitudes did not change. As 
for family *ize, eldest children from smaller families were 
more likely to have improved their attitudes than eldest 
children from larger ones. These two variables have some- 
what more effect than the parent's desire to *et an example 
by going to college and whether he has graduated; however, 
both variables are significantly related to attitude chan- 
ges. The poorest predictor of change is race, and it is 
significant at the 0.09 Level, not O.05. Blacks were more 
likely to report positive changes in their children than 
non-blacks. 

The significant discriminators of change.* in g/iade* for 
the eldest children are the same as for attitudes, with the 
exception of hamily *ize , but there are other differences to 



24 Using the Wilks criterion, allowing only variables 
with P^O.10 to remain in the equations and with priors=size 
(that is, % the proportion of "improved" and "not affected" 
answers are "known" when the discriminant function is con- 
structed). Note that discriminant analysis uses listwise 
deletion for missing values so not all children (cases) in 
the subsamples will be included. 
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Table 25 

? RESULTS OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES ON 
•CHILD-SPECIFIC CHANGE VARIABLES 



Variable in the Discriminant Function 


Standardized 
Coef f ic ient 


LEARNING ATTITUDE CHANGES OF FIRST-BORN CHILDREN 


More parent-child conversation about school" 
Job type parent thinks probable for child 


0.71 
0.45 
-0.31 
0.29 0 - 
0.24 
0.18 


Canonical correlation squared=0.28 


LEARNING ATTITUDE CHANGES OF SECOND-BORN' CHILDREN 


More parent-child conversation about school* 
Job type parent thinks probable for child 


0.65 
0.53 • 
0.29 
0.15 


Canonical correlation squared=0. 24 


CHANGES IN GRADES OF FIRST-BORN CHILDREN 


More parent-child conversation about school" 
Job type parent thinks probable for child 


0.50 
0.48 
0.42 
0.29 
0.27 


Canonical correlation squared=0.16 


CHANGES IN GRADES OF SECOND-BORN CHILDREN 


More parent-child conversation about school* 

* 


0.57 
0.56 
0.43 
0.40 
0.38 
0.36 


Canonical correlation squared=0. 20 



•"Variables related to college attendance. 
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be noted. First, the discriminant function accounted for 
less of the variance in the score on g/iade* than in the 
score on attitude** . 'Second, wanting to &tt an example (a 
motivational variable) became as strong a discriminator as 
mo/ie convz/itation about school (a behavioral outcome). 
Third, ziact gained strength as a predictor while pKobablz 
job t>tatu6 was less important* 

There are some changes, but not major ones, in the 
predictors for attitude, change* in second-born children. 
School-related convocation is still most important and 
socioeconomic and demographic factors recede. In fact, the 
three best predictors are college-related. 

The situation for gnade. change* in second children is 
rather different. The best predictor is the sex of the 
parent. Part of the reason may have to do with the sample. 
Among the 518 people in the original subsample, only 27 were 
women and no women said their second-born children 1 s grades 
improved (there were only 12 responding to this question)-- 
so sex became an excellent discriminator. The direction of 
the influence of family 6izt on second children's grades is 
opposite to what it was for learning attitude, change.* of 
eldest children; that is, second children were said to have 
improved their grades if they came from a relatively larger 
family . 

Altogether, ability to account for variance in 
attitudes is greater than that to account for variance in 
grades. In one sense this, is unexpected because grades are 
less susceptible to subjective judgement angi there should be 
less "error" variance. At the same time, parents are 
probably more likely to influence their children's attitudes 
than their grades. There must be other determinants of 
grades than the enthusiasm transmitted by parents, and those 
were not measured here. 

The three college-related variables — talking mont about 
school, wanting to bit an example, and graduation" 
consistently appeared as significant discriminating vari- 
ables for both dependent var iables and for botn birth 
orders. Talking mone tfbs a better discriminator of change.* 
in Itanning attitude.* *chan netting an example., but the rela- 
tive sizes of the coefficients were reversed for gtiade. 
improvement • \ 

Children of graduates were more likely than children of 
non-graduat es to have been perceived as improving attitudes 
and grades. Graduati on -of the parent may be a particularly 
effective example for children. The parent is likely to 
feel satisfied with his accomplishment and to transmit tha£ 
sense of achievement and enthusiasm to his child, who then 
sees success in school as a worthwhile goal. 
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Of the non -college variables, ptiobable. job tattQOKy — as\ 
wiil be seen later — is, to a large extent, a proxy measure 
of a child's academic ability and so it may be that children 
who do well in school are seen as being responsive to the 
parents educational participation. The effect of family 
size cannot be explained and is probably complex. It can be 
noted that in the study by Raby and Walford, 29 there were no 
correlations between family size and career related 
variables — except in a subgroup of West Indians, in which 
parents* interest in their children* s education and the 
career aspirations parents had for them decreased as family 
size increased. In fact, the situation here is also ethni- 
cally related. When the discriminant analysis for learning 
attitude change in eldest children was run separately for 
blacks and non-blacks, family size entered only the equation 
for non-blacks. 

As already mentioned, the SPSS discriminant analysis 
subprogram can also derive classification functions and 
classify cases with both known and unknown group member- 
ships. The advantage of the former is that it provides a 
check on the ability of the discriminating variables to dis- 
tinguish between groups. Table 26 shows the percentage of 
cases correctly classified by the functions for each value 
of the dependent variables as well as the total percentage 
of cases correctly classified. 

Overall, the functions predicted group membership cor- 
rectly 72-76% of the time; however, prediction was superior 
ror changes in attitudes than for changes in grades. Birth 
order made little difference in the percentages. 

The classification functions were equally good in their 
predictions of who would be scored as improving attitudes 
and who would be scored as unchanged. The equation was 
rather poor at identifying grade improvement, though for 
this variable it correctly identified about 90% of the cases 
in which parents said grades were not affected. 

Children Said to Care More About Education 

In the questionnaire, parents could answer "yes" or 
"no" to a series of questions which were to apply to one or 
more of their children. One of these was, "After I began to 
study, my children seemed to care more about education 
because of my example." discriminant analysis was used to 
distinguish between the two possible responses. 

First, sets of factors were selected which might be 
expected to influence either the parent's judgement or the 



1 'op.ci t . 
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Table 26 

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS: CHANGES IN ATTITUDES AND GRADES* 



Dependent Var iable 


Correct Classification 
of Children: 


not 

improved affected overall 


FIRST-BORN CHILDREN 


Change in learning attitudes 
Change in grades 


72,8 73.6 73.2 
0 

35.7 88.9 71.9 


SECOND-BORN CHILDREN 


Change in learning attitudes 


72.0 71.8 71.9 
38.6 89.6 76.1 



*The classification functions were derived using 

the group covariance matrices of the canonical dis- 
criminant functions, rather than the polled within- 

group covariance matrix. This was done because a test 

using Box's M statistic revealed that the covariance 

matrices of the improvers and the not affected dif- 
fered signi f icantly . 



child's likelihood to ca/ie motit. These included variables 
related to: 

• the parent as a student (length of studies, grade 
average) 

• encouraging behavior (more school-related conversation, 
helping with homework) 

• attitudes about education (wanting to set an example, 
thinki ng education is important ) 

• characteristics of the children (sex, grade average, age) 

• demographics (race, sex of parent, marital status) 

A 

Each variable was tested for the statistical sig- 
nificance of its association with children being said to 
tcmz mo/it about zduL£a£<Lon. An obvious problem encountered 
was that no specific child was implied in the question and, 
hence, it did not seem appropriate to correlate ca/iing mom 
with child-specific variables. A solution was to average 
the values of a variable across birth order, and this was 
done for chJLldKtn* 4 age,& and ptiobabli job tatigoKiz*. For 
these variables, the same relationships with caK-Lng moKi are 
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obtained whether the average value or the value for each 
birth order is used. 

As before, the variables statistically related to the 
dependent variable were eliminated if they were redundant by 
virtue of strong intercorrelations--or if their significant 
relationships to catling mOKt were believed to be spurious. 

The final list of independent variables was:^^ 

• sex of parent 

• averaged probable job category 

• college credit hours earned 

• parent's college grades 

• more parent-child conversation about school matters 

• helping with homework 

• wanting to set an example 

• belief in the importance of college education to success 

• averaged age of children 

When cases with missing data on any of the discriminat- 
ing variables or the dependent variable were eliminated, 419 
cases^ remained and 187 (44.6%) had been scored "yes" to the 
question. (Note that, unlike the previous analyses, all age 
groups are included this time.) The results of the dis- 
criminant analyses by both the direct and the stepwise 
methods are shown in Table 27, 

Irrespective of method, the predictors appear in the 
same order and wanting to 6tt ar example is the strongest. 
This variable correlates with wanting to be bztttK equipped 
to htlp with homtwoKk (0.63) and with wanting to keep up 
with child/itn (0.55) as motivators for attending college. 
The behavior variables related to such intentions, talking 
rno/it with childtitn and htlping with homzvootik , are also 
important discriminators for the dependent variable, the 
children ca/ting motiz about education. 

It seems reasonable that parents characterized by this 
combination of intentions and behaviors would foster a posi- 
tive feeling about education in their children, but such 
people may also be reluctant to admit tha^ one of their 
children had shown any effects and this reason ior the dis- 
criminating power of wanting to 6tt an zx.amplz must at least 
be acknowledged. 

If college-related variables are the key variables 
using the direct method of analysis, the stepwise method 
shows even more clearly that demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics are not relevant predictors. These have all 
been excluded, and yet the canonical correlations squared 
for the two methods are nearly the same; that is, virtually 
the same amount of variance in the discriminant function is 
accounted for with both methods. Again, it is recalled that 
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Table 27 

RESULTS OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES ON THE VARIABLE: 
CHILDREN CARE MORE ABOUT EDUCATION 
(reporting standardized coefficients) 



Variable in the Discriminant Function 


Method 


Direct Wilks 


Parent wanted to set an example* . . . 
More parent-child talk about school* 
Probable job type for children** . . . 
Parent could help more with schoolwork* 
Total credit hours parent earned* . . . 

Age of children** 

Importance tff college to success . . . 
College grade average of parents* . . . 


0.57 0.59 
0.39 0.40 
0.33 0.33 
0,29 0.28 
0,16 0.19 

0.14 

0.10 

0.10 

0,09 

-0.08 




0.24 0.23 



*College-r elated variables. 



**Values averaged over all children in family. 



pn.ob&b&z job cattgoLy reflects grade averages of the 
children and so it is not surprising that it is related to 
LdKinQ mofiz (or at least caring) about education. 



The classification results using direct and stepwise 
methods rare in Table 28. Overall, about 70% of cases are 
correctly classified, but the function is weaker in placing 
"yes" answers into the proper group than the "no" answers. 



Table 28 

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS: CHILDREN CARE MORE ABOUT EDUCATION ' 



Method 


Correct 


Classification of 


Children 


yes 


no 


overal 1 


Direct 


65.8 


72.4 


69.5 


Wilks 


67.2 


72.4 


70.0 * 




COMMENTS OF PARENTS 



Comments by Category 

At the end of the questionnaire, parents were invited 
to make written comments about how their enrollment in col- 
lege may have affected their children and, in particular, 
the schooling of their children. The instructions for the 
comments made suggestions to trigger responses and indicated 
that both positive and negative effects were sought: 

"Tell us any stories or incidents (even 
small ones) which may have occurred. For 
example, do they ever tease you about 1 how 
you did in school today 1 , or 'compete 1 with 
you for grades, or sit with you to do 
homework or get angry because you seem too 
busy to be with them, etc.?" 

There were 270 people who wrote some comment, but twen- 
ty of these reflected on the parents' college experiences 
and did not refer to the children. What the parents said 
could be roughly grouped under nine categories, plus 
"other". These are shown below, together with the number of 
people who wrote something within each category . Some 
parents appear more than once because what they wrote 
spanned two or more of the categories. 

1) Children participated in some manner in the college 
activities of the parent. (21) 

2) Children demonstrated pride or' respect for the 
parent or gave encouragement to the parent. (50) 

3) The attitudes of the children toward learning were 
changed. (36 ) 

4) The parent set an example for the children. (24) 

5) There was more conversation about school matters or 
there was interaction with regard to homework. (31) 

6) There was competition for grades between parent and 
child. (11) 

7) The children were too young for there to be any 
effects. (38) 
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8) The children 1 s educational plans were 
> affected. (14) 

9) There were negative reactions because of the time 
consumed by college' studies. (26) 

10) Other (27) 

The sample statements from each category, which follow, 
are paraphrased. In some cases, they are annotated with 
current ages of> one or more children, with whether the 
parent is a blue collar worker(BC) or with whether the 
parent dropped out of college (D) —almost always because VA 
benefits were lost. 

This selection of remarks by the parents helps to 
clarify why they reported effects across the entire age 
spectrum of theit children. Even the very young try to 
mimic their parents when they see them studying, while adult 
children sometimes change their own educational aspirations 
after observing the parent's example — and also demonstrate a 
reverse effects enccuraging their parents in school 

It is also possible to see the reality of the variable, 
mo/it pcuunt- child <ionvih.ba.tion about school matte.**. The 
parents who take time to explain to their children, or even 
involve them in their courses, report effects on offspring 
as young as three or four. 

It is interesting that of the 38 parents who wrote that 
their children 1 were too young to be affected, twelve 
qualified this assessment, either somewhat contradicting it, 
or saying that the effects would manifest themselves in the 
future or saying that college was a help to understanding 
their children. 

Similarly, twelve of the 26 people who mentioned a 
negative reaction attenuated the statement with a qualifica- 
tion. Most negative effects were temporary, sometimes 
single instances; few were long-term or applied to the 
entire family— but several were outright pathological, and 
if college attendance was not the underlying cause, it seems 
to have been a contributing factor. 

It should be said that forcing parents to stop attend- 
ing college seemed to produce negative consequences as 
serious as those brought about by participation and this is 
clear, implicitly or explicitly in the (sometimes plaintive) 
comments of students who dropped out when they lost their 
entitlements. 
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1. Children participated in college activities* 

I took children to class when there was no 
babysitter. They saw it as a treat* (3,8) 

I took my child to classes and to the 
1 ibrary — and checked out books for the 
child, also. (8,BC) 

I took them to the library and to museums 
and explained the exhibits until they under- 
stood them. (2,4,BC) 

My daughter watched the TV courses. (9) 

I took them to the conference courses; now 
they want college. (12,14,BC,D) 

The whole family watched the TV courses and 
discussed the programs at dinner . 
(16,22,80,0) ' 

I took my daughter to our class at the 
science museum* Then she did her own 
research on the exhibits. (8,BC,D) 

I took the kids to class. It had a good 
effect; they related my study to 
reality. (BC) 

My child taped my TV programs for me and got 
interested in some of the topics. (8,BC,D) 

My pre-schooler watched the TV courses--is 
now 9 and still remembers. 

I tkjx>k the children to classes. They were 
impressed with the higher level subject mat- 
ter and with the fact that the class was not 
unruly. It made me realize how bad the 
schools are. (10,14,BC,D) 

My oldest came along to the library and 
checked out books, too. Now he's an avid 
reader. (13,BC,D) 

They all asked to go to classes ^ith me. 
One daughter has been coming along since she 
was 18 months old. Now she's 8 and can read 
and discuss some of my texts. 

I take her to class. Sfie's anxious to start 
school. (4) 

75 
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2. Children showed pride , respect, encouragement 

I received high respect and recogni tion. 
(9.10.12; prison inmate) 

^ I got an encouraging send-off before exams. 

(2,4) 

They respect my need for privacy when I 
study. (2,4,7) 

The children proofed and typed my papers, 
helped me with homework and helped with 
chores. (27,28) 

They were ' prpud and told their 
friends. (21,22) 

Child took my graduation picture to school 
and was very proud. (6) 

They tell the kids in the neighborhood I'm 
going to have homework. (5,8) 

I have 22 foster children. They're proud to 
know somebody who's been to college. (BC,D) 

> They see me differently after graduation; 

they ' re proud. 

They say I'm smarter than their mother. 

They wonder if their dad could become a 
^ teacher now. (6,8,BC) 



\ 



They're glad I went, sorry I had to quit. 
(8,14, BC,D) 

My 6 year-old asks about college, has a 
university jacket like his dad. (D) 

M} "'oldest daughter hoped we'd graduate at 
the same time. (20,BC,D) 

Very proud. (5) 

They were proud; there was a common bond of 
understanding. ( 6 ,8 , 10 ,BC ,D) 

Proud I was in school, interested in knowing 
what went on in college and in my grades. 
(10, 14,16, BC,D) 
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Ask me when I'll return; they want me« to 
finish. (12,16,80,0) 

Surprised at first, very supportive and 
proud, their self -awareness increased. 
(17-29) ^ 

They 1ovq<3 the idea. It makes us com- 
patible. Now they think I know what I'm 
talking about. (1 ,8, 11,BC,D) 

My whole family enjoyed my going to school. 
I want to go back. \(2,7,BC,D) 

They told their friends when I had a good 
report card. (2,8,10) 

They want me to become a teacher in their 
school. (7,9,11,BC,D) 

They're proud. They know\t f s hard work but 
that good grades are within \^each. (6,7, D) 

My son [mentally handicapped] \rote a paper 
on his mother as the person he most admired 
because of my going to college. \ 



3. The learning attitudes of the children changed. 

, t 

I attribute my daughter's interest in read- 
ing and writing to seeing me do it. (5) 

The children's grades have improved since I 
attended college and they go to summer 
school. Their attitudes have improved sub- 
stantially. My wife also started col- 
lege. (9, 10, 12; prison inmate) 

I explain the implications of college to my 
son. He's proud of his pre-school 
"homework". (4) 

The kids got interested in studies . 
(17,18,19,20) 

The youngest is proud to be in pre-school 
classes. School is a part of life in our 
house. (BC) 
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My son learned the benefits of schooling. 
If you have to work, why not with your head 
instead of your hands? (10,BC f D) 
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4» The parent set an example. 

I wanted to show ' the personal and career 
values of education. (2,4,7) 

The intellectual stimulus of college made 
parenting easier. 

The sacrifice of time and energy led to 
strains, but now they understand the impor- 
tance of education by example. (11,15) 

They're too young to understand now, but 
I'll tell tliem about it and give an example 
I never had in my own family. I can keep 
them from having the fear of college that I 
had. (5,7,BC,D) 

My sacrifices taught them self -discipline . 
(BC,D) 

They realize learning doesn't stop after 
high school; they're impatient to learn new 
things. (5, 7,BC,D) 

I showed them that learning is fun and set 
the basis for future discussions. (3,5) ' 

I have no children, but I believe my fellow ' 
students were setting a good example for 
theirs. 

They saw the obstacles I faced and under- 
stand the importance of sticking to some- 
thing you want . j 

They see that education ends only when you 
reach a goal. Then you should set a new 
goal. (5,7) 

It finally struck ^ny daughter one day. 
"You've got a teacher!" I use this as an 
example to show there are rules, and people 
we should list en to, like my instruc- 
tor . (5,BC) 

I set an example by going to all my classes, 
doing my homework and getting decent grades. 
(6,7,8,9,BC,D) 

I explain how education relates to the 
quality of life. (11, BC) 
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They* have better study habits because of my 
example. ( 17, 18, 20, 21 , BC ,D) 

First, my sons thought I was crazy. Then 
they understood and their own attitudes 
improved. But when I had problems with the 
university bureaucracy, their attitudes wor- 
sened. 

They knew how badly I had done in high 
school. Now I was going to college and get- 
ting good grades . I t made their own 
attitudes better. (BC,D) 

My son has more confidence in his ability to 
learn, knowing that I studied in college. 

My 3 year-old is more interested in going to 
school. 

He learned you don't go to school just 
because you're forced to and I taught him 
the difference between learning and educa- 
tion., (12,BC,D) 

My working anpl going to school showed educa- 
tion is important. It gave him a reason to 
try more. >^Tll,BC f D) 

They learned that ^college is not *a dream 
bevjtftid their grasp. (16,20, D) 

Because of me, my daughter wants to be best 
in her c^ass. (6,BC,D) 

My youngest didn't see why I went if I 
wasn't forced. Her attitude changed and now 
she's very positive about school. (13,BC,D) 

My girlfriend's child wanted to follow my 
example* (5) 

It was a "shot in the arm". Now they dig 
deeper into classes and take an interest in 
other subjects as well, (8,10,BC,D) 

My oldest was a fair student, now is 

excellent—partly because of my going to 

college. But this isn* t true of all the 
children. (7,10,11,17) 
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My one year in college made me want my 
chi Idren to take advantage of the oppor- 
tunities available to them* (8,12,14,BC,D) 

At first I came for the VA money. Then I 
realized I could set an example for my 
children to aim at. 

They feel if I can, so can they. 
(20,21,24,27) 



5, Conv e rsation and homework. 

Often When I studied, the kids would sit 
around the table and do homework. The two 
youngest would pretend to have homework and 
would play school. 

My 10 month-old [sic] saw me writing, took a 
crayon and tried to copy it. 

My twins read my senior essay. (14) 

They drew, read or did homework when I did. 
(6,10) 

•j 

Even when she didn't have homework, she'd 
find schoolwork to do when I was doing mine* 
(9) 

We were all in school and helped each other 
and had debates and discussions. (24,25) 

Conversation about school seemed to bridge 
the small gap between my stepchildren and 
me. We discussed schooling and its effects 
on all of us. ( 3 , 19, 20 , 21 , BC ,D) 

They read and criticized my papers and we 
argued about the course content. 
(20,21,BC,D) 

I stress school to my daughter and she reads 
books while I study. (6,BC) 

The kids loved it and always talked about 
it. I enjoyed it, but the money factor 
* drove me out. (6,10,13,BC,D) 

My oldest helped me with homework. My wife 
criticized my papers. (20) 
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We ! d all discuss our "day at school". 
( 6 , 8 , 10 , BC , D) 

We ! d coordinate our homework and discuss our 
grades and teachers. We understood each 
other's pressures and moods. (10) 

When I start to read', the baby gets her 
books. (2) 

My son often sat with me when I studied and 
asked questions about the courses and toy 
study habits. It helped develop. his own. 
(13,BC,D) 

My daughter and I had conversations about 
why I was going to college.' (4) 



6. Competition for grades. 

They found it hard to compete with my high 
grades and finally stopped trying.. (I4,1J3) 

We competed about who had the most or the 
hardest homework. The person who did usual- 
ly tried hardest and ended up with the best 
grades. For some reason, my children seemed 
more interested in school after I graduated 
than while I was attending, including my 
daughter's decision to go to college. The 
greatest impact was the night of graduation* 

The kids rushed to see my first report card^ 
ready to "razz" me if the grades were bad. 
Fortunately , they were good . The College 
showed me how foolish I'd been not to con- 
tinue school when I was young and reawakened 
my interest in education. ( 16 , 13 , 20 , BC ,D) 

We always compared grades and I think it 
caused them to work harder. I want to go 
back and finish my degree. 

(16,17,18,21,BC,D) 

When I went to college, first they were 
amazed and thought it comical at my age, 
then competition for grades developed, then 
came admiration , , respect and Support * 
(7,21,23) 
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7/ The/children were too young. 



They were too young to be affected, but t^y 
cooperated and they understood that school 
is a place for adults as well as children, 
two have learning problems and my experience 
helped me understand their situation better. 

They were too young to understand the impor- 
tance of college study, but my enthusiasm 
for school was highly visible to them and 
they were very excited" when I graduated. 
(8,10) 

They were too small to realize it then. Now 
they're impressed, but I don't think it 
affects their own studies^ (5,10,14) 

Only two were in school then and it had no 
impact. They'd boast that their dad was in 
college, but that's all. (7,11,13) 

They* re too young to understand the impor- 
tance of school to their future, but that's 
something I'll be able to teach them. 
/ (2,4,6,10) 

[ My son was too young to be concerned, but he 

\ used to ask why I was still going to school 

and I'd explain that you're never too old to 

learn. (11) 

They were too young for any effect, but they 
did used to ask if I got a "star" in class. 
(10,11) ' 

My child was too young, but she asks if I 
went to college. I wish I'd taken the clas- 
* ses more seriously. (10,BC,D) 

g They're too young to understand college, but 

they knew I was going to school. (4,6) 

She's too young to be influenced by college, 
but it's helped me answer her questions. 
(5) 



8. Children's educational plans were affected. 

Learning disabled son sees further education 
as possible someday. Daughter who dropped 
out of college to marry has returned to 
school and wants a higher degree. 
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When I graduated, my oldest child Vbecame 
more determined to finish his degree and my 
youngest decided he wanted to attend col- 
lege. - 



When I enrolled, my daughter decided that 
instead of a two-year secretarial course, 
she'd complete a four-year business course. 
Now she's an executive secretary. 

My second child completed high school 
because I was in college. When' I had to 
quit, my third child dropped out of high 
school shortly afterward. We had cohesion 
and pride as a family when I was enrolled 
because I was making an effort to improve 
myself. My wife even mentioned completirg 
her high school education. (BC,D) 

My son wants to return to school. (26) 

My oldest was a high school drop-out , "but - V 
she went back and finished. (BC,D) 

Our son has decided he wants college, too. 
(9) 

I think it caused my second child to go to 
college. (BC,D) 

My oldest daughter is thinking of going for 
her master's. She knows she's not too old. 

My son wants his wife to enroll in college. 
I think it's because he believes it was a 
good experience for me. 



9 . Nega t i ve reac t i ons . 

My oldest was four then and always reacted 
negatively when I went to class because I 
couldn't spend more time with frim. 

It sometimes interfered with my job as a 
father , but the chi Idren tended to be 
cooperative. 

My son and I were both excited when I 
started and we compared notes about our 
learning experiences, but as time passed his 
problems at school increased. I wasn't with 
him enough and he lost interest in home, 
school and himself . College increased my 
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knowledge and self-esteem, but it destroyed 
our relationship. He said, "You should have 
finished school before you had me. People 
shouldn't have kids if they don't have time 
for them." 

She gets angry if^'m too busy to help her 
with homework. (12) 

There were times while I was writing my 
senior essay that I got angry and scolded 
them for no reason. (6,8) 

The oldest resented my leaving for school, 
but he accepted it. (5,7) 

They all resented the time I spent at 
weekend conferences. (9,10,14) 

The older ones aren't happy when I miss 
thei^r soccer games' because of school. My 
son complains that all week I'm either in 
school or studying', but he knows how impor- 
tant it is to all of us that I get good 
grades.- I can't leave out my sweet little 
A..., because she has all the patience in 
the world. She just asks if I have schoo 1 
this weekend and if I say no, her face 
lights up and here comes the can-we-do-this- 
or-that . She gets a bigger thrill than 
anybody when we get to do something special. 

They and I resented my spending so much time J 
away from home in pursuit of the so-called 
better li f e. Your questionnaire doesn' t 
allow for honest answers. . .1 ike all of us 
who attended just to collect the VA money. 

My youngest seemed to resent the lost time, 
but she got the-message that education was 
important to her parents. (10, BC) 

They laugh about it now, but they didn't 
like waking up so early to the TV course. 

My oldest son had negative feelings when I 
did my senior essay because of the time I 
spent in the library. The sight of the 
typewriter made him cry. But I let him come 
to a meeting with my essay advisor and he 
got a better understanding of why I needed 
this time. (3) 




The children were proud, but the oldest had 
a backlash, feeling he wasn't following my 
role model. He dropped school, attempted 
suicide, entered the military, took drugs, 
etc. (13, 17, 19, 20, BC,D) 

There was once a conflict between watching 
my course or watching cartoons on TV, but I 
explained it was an assignment* 
(4,8,11,BC,D) 

They were jealous of the time then, but now 
they 1 d be old enough to understand the 
importance of college. (13,15,BC,D) 

She was upset v»hen I had to miss a father/ 
daughter dance , but her grandfather sub- 
stituted. (10) 



10, Other comments. 

I'm a single, working parent and I felt my 
children were getting away from me sqcially. 
I saw many younger people in class &qd it 
opened my eyes about contemporary life. I 
learned that my own children were pretty 
average and" I guess we've all turned out 
quite well. 

I've worked afternoon shifts for ten years, 
so I don't think going to classes registered 
on my kids. 

I went to trade school, design school, com- 
munity college and the university. By the 
time my children knew where I was at nights, 
I decided to quit college and pay attention 
to them. (10,13,15,BC,D) 

My career is settled and I just wanted the 
degree for the satisfaction, So, I'd recom- 
mend college to my children but I wouldn't 
be disappointed i f they chose technical 
careers. (3,5,18,BC) 

My father has a degree and a management 
position, so he may influence my son more 
than I do. 

They thought it was funny that their father 
had l^omework, too. (7,10,11,11,BC,D) 
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They saw me reading, listening to tapes and 
writing papers, but I don't think they could 
see much in what I was doing and they didn't 
ask questions. Later, when I took a draft- 
ing class, they could see what I was doing 
and why—and they asked some Questions. 
(7,13,BC,D) ^ 

I don 1 t have children, but my younger 
brothers and sisters were proud. 

My children are older and they helped me 
with homework. I compare grades with my 
grandchi Idren . 

It had little influence because my children 
are self-starters.- (6 , 9, 12 , 13 , BC , D) 

It didn't affect my children (they were 
young), but it did affect my wife. She 
attended classes with me and helped me 
accomplish what I did. She encouraged, sup- 
ported and helped me to comprehend. She was 
very angry when I didn't finish my last 
year. (7,9,12,BC,D) 

They weren't interested in my educational 
advancement . (11, 12, 13, 14) 

More questions should have been as!*ed about 
the spouse,' s reaction. 

What is important is the home environment 
and the attitudes instilled, not whether the 
parents go to college. 

Instead of my affecting them, it helped me 
understand them and my spouse better. 

My oldest thought I was crazy to go at my 
age. (20) 

They asked what I wanted to be when I grew 
up. (25,26,27,30) 



Complete Excerpts 

Below are more complete excerpts from some of the ques- 
tionnaires which contained more extensive comments. 

The ent i re family must get involved when one 
(or both) parents are in continuing educa- 
tion. The "kids" (17,18,19,20) were 
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extremely proud of my achievement. We had 
an open house for me and my oldest son who 
was graduating from high school. 

It amazed \£p>th my wife and me how much the 
kids became interested in our studies . 
There was definitely a challenge for grades 
among us, A couple of weekends we took one 
or more of the kids with us. They really 
enjoyed it and found it interesting. (My 
wife was also enrolled.) — an office 
manager who graduated, 

* 

During the time I was enrolled in USWC, my 
children were too young to realize what col- 
lege is. But one of my biggest reasons for 
originally entering the program was so that 
I could tell my children as they were grow- 
ing up that I had gone to college. I hope 
this will spur their desire for higher 
education, which is something I never had. 
The biggest reason was because my whole 
family—father, mother, uncles and cousins — 
had never been to college and only two of my 
relatives have ever finished high school, I 
feel that my children are also at a disad- 
vantage because of this. I strongly feel 
that society has progressed so rapidly that 
my family, in terms of education, may never 
catch up. We are, in a way, merely produc- 
ing more unskilled factory workers. 

This is not to say I have given up hope or 
taken a defeatist attitude; it merely means 
I understand what I feel the reality of the 
problem is. As for the College itself, I 
feel it helped me very mucli because it took 
a lot of fear I had about college away from 
me and, hopefully, that fear will not be 
transferred to my children. — a welder who 
dropped out because of confict with his 
work schedule. Children are now 5 and 7. 

* 

My children were all junior or senior high 
school students at the t ime. They were 
keenly aware I was in a similar learning 
experience as they, so each one # had an 
interest in my progress as to content , 
assignments , reading material , etc . The 
children would read mwsd of my written 
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assignments and pass judgements (sometimes 
painfully honest) . 

I think they were surprised when some of 
their literature assignments involved read- 
ing books I had completed for humanities 
courses (Faust, Melville, Kesey, etc,) We 
were able to discuss and dispute content. I 
thought at the time, and more so now, that 
two of my children have better study habits 
because I had work to do and did it to 
impress them with the fact that adults (even 
parents) can have common experiences in 
education. — an automobile die maker who 
lost VA benefits and dropped out. 

* 

I cannot in all honesty say the role I 
played while attending college always set a 
good example for my children to follow in 
their schooling. I constantly waited until 
the last minute to do my school assignments, 
the result of which caused some bad domestic 
scenes and were always my fault. 

The children soon figured out that going to 
college was something I had difficulty with. 
I would take out my frustrations on the 
family when they did not cooperate by being 
quiet and not bothering me during the tense 
times I had trying to finish my schoolwork. 
Like the time I pushed the desk partly 
through the wall. Another time, after 
spending fruitless hours writing, I went 
into the bathroom and lost my self-control 
when I saw towels scattered around, After 
berating the wife and children about the 
virtues of neatness, they looked at me and 
said, "What's the matter, can't you handle 
yuur schoolwork? Is that what they teach 
you in college, to act like an animal toward 
us?" They had my number from then on, 

When my grades came in the mail, the oldest 
child would be interested in the marks. She 
would be proud if I got all "A f s M . The 
younger children didn't show much interest 
since their marking system is not the same. 

I would say taking the children to campus, 
and once in awhile to class where they could 
meet other students and the instructors, had 
a good effect on them. It seemed to balance 
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out what I was doing at home locked up in my 
room. They could relate my studying to 
reality by seeing other students my age and 
by seeing the physical presence of the Col- 
lege. They always talked about the 
experience afterwards. Whenever we drive 
past the university the children always say, 
"That's where Dad goes to school." 

The children would get angry if the TV 
course interfered with something they wanted 
to watch* They would make fun of me by 
saying something like, "You probably don't 
even understand wha^ they are talking 
about." They were right some of the time. 
Occasionally, we would sit at the dining 
room table to do our homework. It was rare, 
since I would make it uncomfortable for them 
when they started their horseplay. — an 
automobile worker who graduated (and is 
known for his mild temper). The children 
are 5, 8, 10 and 15. 

All my children were affected by my return 
to school. My oldest daughter, who is mar- 
ried and has two children, began to seek a 
higher education. My second daughter com- 
pleted high school, whereas before she had 
wanted to quit. Now she 1 s taken some com- 
munity college courses. My son had a dif- 
ficult adjustment period. First he tried 
competing with me, lest interest, dropped 
out of school and got involved with drugs 
and in trouble with the law. Eventually, he 
went back to get his G.E.D. and went into 
the military. He has a renewed interest in 
higher education and I feel he'll eventually 
return to i t . My youngest was the most 
negatively affected. She was deeply resent- 
ful of the time I spent studying. Rather 
than compete for higher grades, she allowed 
her schoolwork to slip. She would 
deliberately interrupt my study time, get 
into my notes and mislay them while I was at 
work and otherwise make my studies more dif- 
ficult. I felt torn between my own needs 
and my responsibility to her. I finally 
dropped out of school to spend more time 
with my family. \ 

My children who were home w<*re in their 
teens and this might have had a lot to do 
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with how they were affected. Another reason 
might have had to do with my ex-husband 1 s 
attitude. He thought higher education was a 
waste of time and money and whenever my 
children talked of college he would do ever- 
ything in his power to discourage them . 

My children are all adults and married now, 
and although I saw few positive results 
while I was going to school, every one of 
them now has a different attitude towards 
higher learning. Even my youngest has gone 
back for her high school diploma and plans 
to get an associate's degree. --an 
automobi le worker . 

* 

I feel that my enrollment in college did 
have an influence on my son's feelings 
toward going to school and getting an educa- 
tion. With me going to school and working, 
I feel that it gave him a reason to at least 
try to do better. It made him feel that an 
education was important. Also, it made me 
have more interest in how he was doing. But 
yet, 1^ feel^ that with me cpntinuing my 
education , it made my wife feel somewhat 
inferior and was partially the cause of our 
divorce. So I guess I could say my educa- 
tion brought my son and me closer and caused 
my wife and me to drift farther apart, —an 
automobile worker who J/XSt VA benefits and 
dropped out. The son is 11. 

* 

My daughter once asked me, what was college 
like? I replied to her that college was a 
good experience for me. It has helped me 
understand a great deal about life and has 
helped me to understand others. I also told 
my daughter nothing is always correct or 
wrong, but college ^as given me a perspec- 
tive on life that" gives me the tools to 
solve many problems. As my daughter and I 
talked, I told her that life isn't complete 
unless you have a good education. Having an 
education makes a person knowledgeable . 
Education is what the quality of life is all 
about. — an automobile worker who 

graduated. His daughter is 11. 




My oldest daughter (when asked on the 
phone): "I was very proud of what you were 
doing and amazed at how it had changed you — 
you seemed more alive and interested in 
everything. Now it has changed how I feel 
about maybe going to get a master's sometime 
if I have a special interest, no matter what 
age I am . " 



Comments from the Kansas City Sample 



f 



Below are some of the comments made by the students 
the PACE Program in Kansas City. 

I no longer have to push my eldest son to do 
his homework. He brings it to my room and 
studies with me. (11) 



4y 16 year-old quit\ school because of 
emotional problems, vnot because of her 
grades. She visited my ^classes and was very 
interested, even felt like volunteering 
information concerning a psychology lecture. 
I was shocked when she actually wanted to 
speak before the group as a visitor* I feel 
that she could "make it" in this type of 
classroom situation. 



My child has fesked me not to use all of the 
money for college because she wants to go, 
too. She tells all of her friends and mine 
that I go to college. (17) 



My youngest child seems to have taken a more 

serious interest in her studies and doesn't 

depend so heavily on me for help with 
homework . 



When I started back to school my three 
oldest children were not in school. They 
didn't know what they were going to do. 
They were working at any job they could get. 
After they found out that I was going to 
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school and working full-time, theybegan to 
really sit up and take notice. They began 
to ask questions about how they could get 
back in school. They wanted to know how to 
go about getting a grant for college. I 
helped them to get grants and to fill out 
forms. Now they are getting G.E.D.'s and 
getting ready for college or 1 technical 
school . 

* 

My 14 year-old son delights in telling me to 
put my book up or turn off the TV and do my 
homework. Or he will say, "You can't go out 
until you finish your assignment," He helps 
me locate information needed for school and 
has made the remark, "If my school was as 
interesting as yours, I would never miss 
school." Last grade period he was absent 28 
days from his civics class. His only excuse 
is how dull, boring school is. My 5 year- 
old granddaughter asks me i f I am going to 
school today. 

My grandson, 10, was discussing school with 
me one day. He asked me, "Why are you going 
to school?" At his age it is hard for him 
to understand why anyone would volunteer to 
go to school and study, especially someone 
my age. I replied that there was still too 
much in the world to learn about, and I 
wanted to prove that we are never too old to 
learn, providing we have average or above 
potential. 

My children want me to watch TV with them 
instead of spending four hours a night 
studying . 



My youngest child (4) seems to occasionally 
resent my time spent away at school. I feel 
guilty about spending this time away from 
both my children (especially since I work 
full-time), but I feel it is something I 
need to do for myself. My oldest child (77 
seems to enjoy the idea that "Mbmmy is going 
to school". He seems to be empathetic and 
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asks me (as I ask him), what I did at school 
and what I learned that day. 



My 14 year-old son and I have a better 
relationship since I started going to col- 
lege , conversation-wise . He talks to me 
about more things than he used to, but he is 
not doing any better in school because of 
it. 



I'm divorced and have one daughter. We're 
very close and share an awful lot. She's a 
good student and I have very little trouble 
getting her to study, but she does have a 
hard time keeping me in line. She will tell 
me to turn off the TV, she'll do the 
dishes--she really helps. She'll go to col- 
lege next fall and must work extra hard to 
keep her grades up because she does want to 
compete with me, more so to encourage and 
support than actual competition. (18) 



My three older children seem somewhat 
resentful that I am being taken away from 
them' in terms of class time and time I have 
set aside for study. They show this by 
excessive rowdiness when I am away from home 
and excessive noise when I am home trying to 
study. It seems they feel the louder they 
become, the more attention I'll give them. 
(9,10,12) 
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INTERVIEWS OF CHILDREN 



Sample Selection 

Until now, the focus has been on the perceptions 
parents have of changes in their children resulting from 
college enrollment. The other side of the story is what the 
children themselves remember and perceive as effects. 

Gather ing that information posed two problems . The 
first was that the parents were, in their questionnaire, 
reporting as mature adults—and they were so over the entire 
period of time from pre- to post-college. Furthermore, they 
had, and always from an adult per spec t ive , knowledge of 
their children's attitudes and behavior prior to college 
becoming a factor; they had a vantage point from which to 
observe change. 

In contrast, from the time their parents enrolled in 
college to the present, the children probably passed through 
one or more stages of development in their schooling and 
maturation and are to that extent different people as 
reporters than they were while undergoing the experienced 
Then, too, the younger children will not have/the^s^mW 
perspective on the prep£ollege period as their \^aren£4^' 
They may not be able t?b report change because eithef^their 
memories of themselves in that period are not accurate or 
because having a parent who has been to college is part of 
their conscious heritage. 

The second problem is related and concerns the present 
age of the children and the implications for how well they 
can articulate their observations. This problem is at least 
amenable to some solution by resorting to interviews in the 
place of a written questionnaire. 

Overlying all of this is the fact that, if the parent 
sample presented an exquisite variety in terms of the time 
relationships between the college experience and, the 
children's exposure to it, the children's sample preserves 
those complications and adds its own heterogenei ty com- 
prising two generations: There are children in the sample to 
be interviewed who are the* same age as the offspring of 
other members of the sample 

Two decisions were made in selecting the sample: 

1) Parents had been asked in the questionnaire if they 
themselves wc>uld be willing to be interviewed . 

) 
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Taking a negative * answer ate ~<wish not to be 
approached f ur t he r? "TTo i nTfe f v * e w requests were made 
except to families where the parent had answered 
^"yes" to that question, 

2) Families were c^itacted <only if one or more of their 
first three children were aged 11 or over in 1981. 
This was arbitrarily designated as the cutoff point 
below which articulate responses were unl ikely 
without using intensive and probing interviews* In 
,such families, an^ attempt was made to interview all 
of the (first three) children 11 or over. 



The imposition of these criteria resulted in a sample 
different from the original one in certain respects, and the 
distinction is brought about^y the willingness or not to be 
interviewed. Of the 477 parents with at least one child of 
the requisite age, 178 said they would accept being , inter- 
viewed themselves and their families formed the population 
t$x the interviews of the children. The characteristics of 
his population are presented in Table 29 and are compared 
with those of the equivalent population which differed in 
the answer to the question about being interviewed. 



Table 29 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATIONS 
WILLING OR NOT TO BE INTERVIEWED 



Characteristic 



Willing 



yes no 



Race: black 

Job status: unemployed . 

Job category: blue collar , 

Graduate: yes 

Dropped out because^ VA benefits lost 

Last attended college in 1976 

School performance very important to life success 
College education \ iry important to life success 
Setting an example ^ery important . . . . . . 

More conversation about school matters: yes . . . 
^ 



29.5 


18 


.0 


11.6 


7 


.0 


53.3 


64 


.6 


44.9 


28 


.8 


44.9 


60 


.2 


26.4 


41 


.3 


73.6 


70 


.5 


62.5 


52 


.0 


49.1 


33 


.2 


72.0 


58 


.3 



Evidently, the people not willing to be interviewed 
include many of those who lost their educational benefits 
and dropped out of colitege. The differences in composition 
are significant and it would be risky to apply what the 
children interviewed sar£ to the entire original sample. 
Still, when some attempt was made" to use discriminant 
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analysis on willingness to be interviewed and the variables 
shown in Table 29--along with eight others—were employed, 
there was very little success in finding good predictors. 
The best canonical correlation squared achieved was 0.09 and 
only 64% of cases were classified correctly, so some other 
factors may be determining the agreement to interviews. 

A goal was set of interviewing approximately 200 
children. In the end, it required attempted contacts with 
140 tamilies to interview 211 children in 118 of them. Of 
the remaining 22 families, fourteen had moved or had discon- 
nected telephones and could not be reached. In five cases, 
thechildren had moved — usually out of state — and were not 
available by telephone. There were two refusals by children 
in one family (but a third child was interviewed), and two 
interviews were terminated by the wives of the student 
parents, one of these too early in the interview for that 
contact to be at all useful. 

Six experienced, trained interviewers carried out this 
task in late Autumn, 1981--one year after the administration 
of the parent questionnaire. Nearly all the interviews were 
arranged by telephone, usually via a parent, but sometimes 
directly with the child. The interviews themselves were 
done* by telephone or in person and the method depended upon 
age: 90% of eleven year-olds were interviewed in person—as 
were 73% of twelve year-olds, 64% of thirteen year-olds and 
44% of fourteen year-olds. This progression continued, and 
only 7% of those twenty and over had face-to-face inter- 
views. ^ The instrument was a series of closed questions, but 
interviewers were instructed to prompt for additional com- 
ments. An open-ended question concluded the interview. 

Of the children interviewed, 91 are currently 11-14 
years old, 59 are 15-19 and 61 are 20 or over; 55% are male. 
In the oldest group, 20% were not in school at all when the 
parent was in college, 48% were in school, 20% were in col- 
lege and 12% attended both during that time. After the 
parent left college, 77% of the 15-19 year-olds attended 
school, 10.5% went to college and 10.5% were in both. In 
the group twenty and over, 8% went to school, 43% attended 
college, 11.5% were in both and 38% attended neither. 

Responses to Closed Questions 

The children were asked a series of multiple choice 
questions and another set of true/false questions which con- 
cerned their opinions, their schooling and the influence of 
their parent's college attendance. Many of these questions 
are cognates of those asked of the parents. 

The answers given are in Table 30 and are controlled 
for age and sex of the children, race, and the graduate 
status and job category oi *heir parents. The ages shown 
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are those of the children when the parents left college and 
they have been grouped differently from the five year inter- 
vals used in reporting the parent questionnaires. To take 
account of the maturation of the children, there is a finer 
division during the primary school years, plus the groupings 
of adolescents and adults. This table reports the responses 
from all children, so that some families are represented 
more than once. 

Looking at the first.panrt of the table (multiple choice 
questions), there is a * consistency between what these 
children said and the responses of the total sample of 
parents, and often the similarities hold in the patterns of 
controlling variables as well as on the overall percentages. 
For reference, one can consult Table 7 (opinions on the 
importance of school success and of college education) , 
Table 9 2t (attitudes toward school and grade averages) and 
Table 15 (changes in attitudes and grades). 

There are several interesting trends related to age. 
The older children were when the parent left college, the 
more likely they are to have very positive feelings about 
school. This question was field-coded and the result may 
simply reflect the ability of older children to articula'te 
the essential value of school, shorn of the kinds of com- 
plaints heard From younger children (too much homework, mean 
teachers, stupid rules, etc.). In fact, counter to this 
positive attitudinal trend with age, children beyond primary 
school (at the parent *s exit from college) think school and 
college are less important to success in life than do the 
younger children. Of course, many of these older children 
are now working and have the experience of knowing what 
education can or cannot provide. The older groups also are 
less likely to claim they are "A" students, but whether this 
reflects different grading standards or the emergence of 
modesty cannot be divined. 

The sex of the children does not play a role in most of 
the variables, except that girls claim higher grade averages 
and giv£ college attendance of the parents more credit for 
improving those grades than boys do. 

The children of graduates and non-graduates do not dif- 
fer in attitude toward school, initial opinions about the 
value of education and grade averages. They are distinct, 
as the parents stated, with respect to changes in attitudes 
toward learning (offspring of graduates were more positively 
affected), and graduation seems to change the opinions of 
children toward the value of college more than does attend- 
ance by parents who do not graduate. Unlike the parents, 
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ERLC 



84 



Table 30 

RESULTS OF INTERVIEWS WITH CHILOREN OF STUDENTS* 



Response of Child 

t 


Total $ 
Sample 


Characteristics of Children 


Race 


Character f st ics 
x>f Parents 


Ago When Parent 
^ ^ Left College 


Sex 


black non- 
black 


Graduate- 


Job Category 


male female 


6-9 10-12 13-18 19 up 


no yes 


white blue 
col lar col lar 


FEELINGS ABOUT SCHOOL AND SCHOOLWORK (ATHTUOE TOWARO SCHOOL) 


Very positive . . . 
Mi Idly pos i t i ve . . 

Neutral 

Negative 


35.7 
33.3 
22.4 
8.5 


25.5 35.0 37.3 47.5 
31.4 33.3 39 0 27 5 
31.4 25.0 16.9 15.0 
11.7 6.7 6.8 10.0 


30.4 42.1 
36. b 29.5 
26.1 17.9 
7.0 10.6 


37.5 35.2 
37.5 32.1 
18.8 23.5 
6.3 9.3 


36. 1 35. 2 
34. 5 31.9 
21.8 23 1 
7.6 9.9 


35.7 36.8 
31.6 34.0 
22.4 21.7 
10.2 7.5 


GRADE AVERAGE: CURRENT OR WHEN IN SCHOOL (GRADE AVERAGE) 


A 

C 

o 


20. 1 
55.0 
23.0 
1 .9 


29.4 23.3 15.5 10.0 
47.0 45.0 63 8 67.5 

23.5 28.3 17.2 22.5 

0 3.3 3.4 ^-^0-*- 


15.8 25.3 
53.5 56.8 
28.1 16.8 
s^-2.6 1.1 


10.6 22.8 
51.1 56 . 2 
34.0 19.8 
4.3 1.2 


21.2 18.7 
53. 4 57 . 1 
23.7 22.0 
1.7 2.2 


21.6 19.8 
53.6 55.7 
21.6 23.6 
3.1 0.9 






/importance 


OF GOOD GRADES TO GETTING A GOOO JOB (SCHOOL PERFORMANCE AND LIFE SUCCESS) 


Very important . . . 
Somewhat Important . 
Not very important . 


67. 1 
31 .0 
2,0 


86.3 83.3 47.5 47.5 
13.7 16.7 49.2 47.5 
0 0 3.4 5.0 


67.0 67.4 
31.3 30.5 
1.8 2.2 


70.8 66.0 
25.0 32.7 
4.2 1.2 


68. 1 G5.9 
30.3 31 .9 
1 7 2.2 


71.4 64.2 

26.5 34.0 
2 0 1,9 


1 IMPORTANCE OF COLLEGE EDUCATION TO SUCCESS IN LIFE (COLLEGE ANO LIFE SUCCESS) 


Very »mportant . . . 
Somewhat important . 
Not very important . 


63.5 
34 . 1 
2.3 


78.4 77.0 47.5 47.5 
21.6 23.0 47.^ 47.5 
0 0 5.1 5.0 


64.7 62.1 

32.8 35.8 
2.6 2.2 


58.3 65.0 

35.4 33.7 
6.3 1.2 


62. 2 65. 2 
34.5 33.7 
3 4 1.1 


63.3 64.2 
33.7 40.0 
3.1 1.9 


DID YOUR PARENT'S GOING TO COLLEGE CHANGE THAT OPINION? 


Yes. more important 
Yes. less important 
No, no change . . . 


29 .4 
1 .4 
69.2 


29.4 39.3 27.1 17.5 
2.0 1.6 1.7 0 
68.6 59.0 71.2 82.5 


28.4 30.5 
1.7 1.1 
69.8 68.4 


54.2 22.1 
0 1.8 
45.8 76.1 


24 4 35.9 
1.7 1.1 
73 9 63.0 


32.7 26.4 
1.0 1.9 
66.3 7i.7 


DID PARENT'S COLLEGE 


CHANGE YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT SCHOOL ANO LEARNING? (ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING CHANGED) 


YeS. much better . . 
Yes. a little better 
No, unchanged . . , 


12.4 
22.9 
64 .8 


9.8 15.0 10.2 15.0 
19.6 21.7 27.1 22.5 
70.6 63.3 62.7 62 5 


9.6 15.8 
24.3 21.1 
66.1 63.2 


16.7 11.1 
37.5 18.5 

45.8 70.4 


11.8 13.2 
17.6 29.7 
70 6 57 . 1 


13.3 10.4 
27.6 17.9 
59.2 71.7 


ARE YOUR GRADES DIFFERENT BECAUSE PARENT WENT TO COLLEGE? (CHANGES IN GRADES) 


Yes, much better . . 
Yes, a 1 1 1 1 le better 
No, unaffected . . 


8. 1 
13.2 
77.2 


59 5.0 13.8 7.1 
17 6 16.7 6.9 10.7 
72.5 78.3 77 6 82. 1 


3.7 13.^3 
11.2 15.6 
82.2 71.1 


23.7 4.4 
21.1 11.3 
52.6 83 0 


8 8 7.2 
13 1 13.3 
77. 2 77 . 1 


7.9 8.7 
11.2 15.4 
78.7 75.0 
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Table 30 (continued) TRUE/FALSE QUESTIONS 


Response of Chi Id 




Total 
Sample 


Characteristics of Children 


Race 


♦ Characteristics 
of Parents 


Age When Parent 
Left Col lege 


Sex 


black non- 
black 


Gr ?dua te 


Job Category 


male female 


6-9 10-f2 13- 18 19 up 


no yes 


white blue 
col lar col lar 


COLLEGE CLASSES KEPT MY PARENT FROM SPENOING ENOUGH TIME WITH ME (REACTION TO PARENT IN COLLEGE) 






15.4 


18.6 20.7 12.3 6.7 


15.5 15.3 


J5.8 15.3 


10.3 21.1 


19.8 10.9 


IT WAS HARD NOT TO BOTHER MY PARENT WHEN HC HAO HOMEWORK (REACTION TO PARENT IN COLLEGE) 


True 




41 .2 


48.5 55.2 34.5 12.5 


37.9 45.3 


50.0 39 7 


34.4 40.7 


35.8 45 8 


IT'S NOT UNUSUAL TOR PARENTS TO GO TO COLLEGE 


True 




74 .4 


70.0 83.1 72.4 70.0 


71.9 77 4 


91.7 69.2 


76.9 71.1 


77.1 72.4 


MY PARENT TALKEO TO ME MORE ABOUT SCHOOL MATTERS AFTER GOING TO COLLEGE (MORE PARENT CHILD TALK ABOUT SCHOOL) 


True 




61 .4 


63,4 56,1 65.5 61.3 


65.3 56.6 


80.0 57.0 


60.4 61 .9 


61.4 62.6 


MY PARENT COULD GIVE MORE HOMEWORK HELP BECAUSE OF COLLEGE (MORE ABLE TO HELP WITH HOMEWORK) 






64 .6 


85.4 66.7 54 2 44.0 


64. 1 65 2 


89.7 5B. 2 | 64, O 65.4 


67. 1 63 4 


I WANT TO GO TO COLLEGE MORE BECAUSE MY PARENT WENT (CHILOREN CARE MORE ABOUT EOUCATION) 


True 




48.9 


63.3 49.2 43.4 33.3 


49.0 48.8 


66.7 44.7 


50 5 47 .0 


46.4 51.5 


P HAD MORE PRESSURE TO 00 *SCHOOLWORK BECAUSE MY PARENT WENT TO COLLEGE 


True 




39.3 


44.9 39.3 37.3 31 .8 


36.2 43.0 


50.0 36.6 


37,8 41.3 


38.4 41.0 


I THINK MY PARENT WAS TRYING TO SET AN EXAMPLE FOR ME (WANTED TO SET AN EXAMPLE) 






35.9 


55.8 27. 1 37.9 21 .9 


36.9 34.8 


83.8 24.5 


36,4 35 3 


35.2 38* 4 


WE SOMETIMES 010 HOMEWORK TOGETHER 






42 .6 


57.8 40.7 37.3 32.0 


45 5 39.1 


48.6 41.2 


42.6 42,5 


42.5 43.2 


I THINK MY PARENT WILL SOMEDAY GET A BETTER JOB BECAUSE OF GOING TO COLLEGE 






84 .4 


95.6 85.5 76.9 " 79.4 


81.0 88.9 


96.8 81.9 


78 .6 90. 1 


89.8 78.3 


WE SOMETIMES HAD A CONTEST TO SEE WHO WOULD GET BETTER GRADES (COMPETITION *0R GRAOES ) 






16.3 


11.9 11.9 20.3 25.0 


17.5 14.8 


24.2 14.6 


14.2 19.2 


16.7 16.8 


^IT WAS EASIER TO DISCU|S SCHOOL PROBLEMS, Mtf PARENT COULD UNDERSTAND BETTER (MORE TALK ABOUT SCHOOL) 


EI^JC || 59.8 | 81.4 56.1 50.9 51.7 | 63.6 55.3 


57.1 60.3 

* - ... .... 


64.4 53.8 | 59.8 58.3 



Table 30 (continued) TRUE/FALSE QUESTIONS 



Response of Chi Id 




Total 
Sampl e 

\ 


Characteristics of Children 


Race 


Charac ter \ st ics 
of Parents 


Age When Parent 
Left CoyT'ege 
1 1 


Sex- 


black non- 
black 


Graduate 


Job Category 


male female 


6-9 10-12 13-18 19 up 


no yes 


white blue 
col lar col 1 ar 


I THINI*S(W PARENT READS MORE THAN OTHER PARENTS BECAUSE OF COLLEGE 






56*. 5 


sVsk 59.6 55.6 55.9 


61.3 50.6 


7 1.0 53.7 


50.9 63.2 


55.6 55.2 


MY GRADES ARE (WERE) MORE IMPORTANT TO MY PARENT BECAUSE OF COLLEGE 






66.3 


78.7 68.4 57.9 58.6 


72.5 59.1 


90.0 60.0 


65. 1 67 .9 


66.3 69.3 


IT WOULD BE A GOOD IDEA IF MY OTHER PARENT WENT TO COLLEGE. TOO 


True . 




65. 1 


72.1 69.4 61.2 53.6 


62.5 68.5 


96 . 4 58 . 9 


71 0 57.9 


64 9 67.0 



* A 1 1 answers. "don't remember" (which was usually given by younger children), and 'does not apply 14 
(usually given by older children) were excluded frum the calculations. For each question, the approximate 
cognate from the parent questionnaire (if there 1s one) is given in parentheses. 
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however, the children do not believe any effects on their 
grades are related to the parent 1 s having completed college. 
As for job category, the children of blue collar and white 
collar workers can hardly be distinguished according to any 
of these variables. 

The true differences are found by race. To beg^n with, 
blac k children agree with the parents that the ir grade 
averages are lower than those of non-blacks. In terms of 
changes for which parental college attendance is respon- 
sible, black children are much more inclined than non-blacks 
to say their attitudes toward learning and their grades have 
improved and that their feelings about the importance of 
college are much stronger. 

Similar results pertain to the questions the children 
could answer "true" or "false". Two questions treated what 
might correspond to negative reactions to the parents 1 col- 
l'ege attendance: the competition of studies for time with 
the children, and the incursions children feel they make on 
the parents' studying. Few children (15%) complained of 
lost time with their parents, but more (41%) seemed to feel 
they might be a hindrance when the parent was trying to do 
homework. This may be as much an indication of considera- 
tion as of a negative reaction. Both reactions decrease 
with increasing ages of the children. Children of graduates 
are more likely to feel there was a denial of time with 
their parents, perhaps because the graduates spent a longer 
period in college. These children also said more frequently 
that they might be intrudinu on the parent. 

About 60% of the children responded affirmatively to 
the two questions about increased parent-child conversation 
about school, the sam^ as the percentage of parents in the 
total sample who answered this way. The second of these, 
e<ue oi d<L6cut>6lng 6chooZ pJiobltm*, seemed to have most 
impact on the youngest children. 

The children are even more positive (65%) than the 
parents (47%) about the http parents could give volth 
komttoo/ik, another age-dependent variable in which the 
younger children were the greater beneficiaries. If 40% of 
the children said they felt mont pti£66ii>Lt to do thtin. 
6choolu)otik , the interviewers reported that this was 
apparently a caring pressure, not an imposing or threatening 
one. This may be why the question phrased in a different 
way ("my grades were more important to my parent") elicits 1 
an even more positive response (66%). 

The same percentage of children (36%) said they thought 
their parents wanttd to 6tt an example as parents in the 
total sample who stated that bitting an example was "very 
important" (37%), and if wanting to go to college, mont 
represents at least in part the parent questionnaire vari- 
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able, ca/iea mow about education, there is again an agree- 
ment in the "percentages: 49% of the children want coiitgt 
mom, 45% of the parents said their children canz mo/ie. 

Another question in which there is concurrence is com- 
petition ho\ QJiadz*. Both children (16%) and parents (21%) 
give this a low positive response. It is also the only 
quest ion in which af f i rmat ive answers by the chi idren 
increase with age , which makes sense if the competition 
depends at all on the parent and child being at similar 
levels of courses. 

Over half the children feel their parents Ktad mofiz 
than other parents do, and the percentage holds constant 
across age groups. On the other hand, while two-thirds of 
the children would like to see their othtn. patiznt al6o go to 
coiizgt, the positive answers decrease with age. One 
wonders why? Still, this question may be another measure of 
the positive reaction children have to a parent being in 
college. If family life were disrupted by the commitment, 
one would not expect such readiness for further sacrifice— 
and note that because of the nature of the sample, the other 
parent would in almost all cases be the mother. 

The most curious answers were those given to whether it 
is unusual faon patiznt& to go to colltgt, curious because 
three-quarters of the children said it is not; yet, half of 
the parents of the interviewed children transferred 0-11 
(quarter) credit hours into USWC, and 70% transferred fewer 
than 48. In other words, half the parents had essentially 
no previous college and a good part of the remainder had 
earned about one year's worth or less. The question, stated 
in the negative, was surely £adly worded, but adult children 
would have seen through that . Are the .children talking 
about parents in a more general way (which would explain why 
children of blue collar workers are as positive as the 
others), or has college for adults become "normal" to them 
because of their parents' participation, or do they believe 
college is simply access ible to anybody now? The last 
hypothesis is at least supported by the fact that of the 
children interviewed who have not already been to college, 
55% are sure they will go and another 28% think they will. 

Of the control variables, the sex of the children is 
often not a factor in their answers. The exceptions worth 
noting are that boys give more "true" responses to incn.za6td 
talk about school mattzAA, zatt o^ di*cu66ing school 
ptiobZzm& and doing homzwoxk togzthtJi — all of which involve 
interaction, and may be important because (again, given the 
composition parent sample) they imply greater contact with 
fathers about education. The boys also say their gn.ad&6 
bzcamt moKt important to tht pantnt who went to college. 
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There are few differences between children of graduates 
and of non-graduates, and those there are hint at some 
ambivalence. Allusion has already been made to the two 
questions concerning competition for the parents 1 time. 
Graduates 1 children are also less likely to say it is ddhltn 
to dl6cu66 school pnoblim* with their parent or that they 
Mould like, thz othtK pa/itnt to go to colltge., too. These 
children agree with graduates in the total parent sample 
that there was more competition ioK gAade.6, but not that 
their parents are mow ablz to halp tilth homzvootik. (Compare 
with Table 13,) The differences in the responses of 
children of blue collar and white collar workers, are, on 
the whole, negligible. 

Once again, in this set of questions, the differentia- 
tion is by race— signif icantly so in thirteen of the fifteen 
questions listed. In some, blacks answer almost unanimously 
to affirm positive outcomes of their oarents' college 
attendance. 

Attention should be called to the footnote in Table 30, 
Exclusion of missing values (answers such as, "does not 
apply") results in a weaker age dependence for a number of 
school-related variables (for example, htlp: with homtvoonk) 
since many adult children took themselves out of the cal- 
culation of percentages, Younger children toio "don't remem- 
ber" are also removed. There are missing values among the 
intermediate ages as well. These sometimes occur because 
the children did not live with the student parent (separa- 
tion, divorce) and, in a few cases, several missing values 
are recorded in one family because more than one child was 
interviewed. 



In written comments, some parents said they took their 
children to the library and to museums in connection with 
course assignments, or that the children sometimes accom- 
panied them to the university. Because such excursions are 
objective events, it was decided to ask children about their 
occurrence before and since college attendance. 

Two questions were posed: 1) Before your parent went to 
college, did he ever take you to.*.?; 2) Does he take you 
morenow? The categories were museums, movies, the library, 
ethnic festivals 27 , sports or other events on the university 
campus and music concerts. The answers of the children are 
in Table 31. 



2 'These are popular outdoor festivals held in Detroit 
during the summer months and generally well-attended. 
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Table 31 

PARENT-CHILD ACTIVITIES BEFORE AND SINCE COLLEGE I. 



J 



Before going to college, my parent took me to: 
(My parent takes me more often now to:) 



Act i vity 
with Pa rent 


Total 
Sample 


Graduate 


Job Category 


Race 


no 


yes 


white 
col lar 


blue 
collar 


black 


non- 
black 


Museums 


58.5 


b / . 0 


60, 


, 2 


66 




51 




/ <J 


n 








(21.7) 


(22.9) 


( 20, 


.3) 


(23 


.8) 


(21. 


4) 


(33 


.3) 


(19 


.0) 


Cinema . . 


89.6 


92.9 


85, 


.6 


92 


.7 


86. 


9 


91 


.1 


89 


.1 




(40.1) 


(47.2) 


(30, 


.4) 


(43 


.2) 


(40. 


4) 


(56 


.8) 


(36 


.2) 


Library 


58.7 


57.4 


60. 


.2 


65 


.2 


53. 


6 


79 


.1 


52 


.6 




(27.2) 


(28.7) 


( 25. 


.0) 


(28 


.2) 


(25. 


3) 


(27 


.0) 


(27 


.4) 


Ethn ic 


38.1 


33.3 


43. 


.7 


34 


.8 


42. 


6 


53 


.7 


34 


.0 


f est ivals 


(30.2) 


(31.7) 


( 28. 


2) 


(30 


.8) 


(30. 


6) 


(40 


.5) 


(27 


.8) 


Campus 


8.5 


11.5 


4. 


8 


7, 


.9 


9. 


8 


21 


.1 


5 


.4 


events 


(10.7) 


(12.8.) 


(7. 


7) 


(14. 


8) 


(7. 


1) 


(16 


.2) 


(9 


.4) 


Music 


24.4 


14.2 


36. 


8 


26. 


I 


22. 


3 


43 


.2 


19 


.4 


concerts 


(11.8) 


(9.3) 


( 15. 


2) 


(15. 


0) 


(9. 


0) 


(13 


.5) 


(11 


.5) 



Only "yes" answers to # these questions are inter- 
pretable; they mean that something, or more of it, happened. 
"No" answers can have several meanings. Before college, 
they could imply that the child was too young for certain 
activities or, on the contrary, already too old to be taken 
by the parent. A "no" answer to the second question jmay 
mean that the parent never did and still doesn't take/ the 
child to the activity mentioned, or that the parent used] to 
and still does but not "more" than before, or that the child 
now attends such activities on his own. | 

The table shows a reasonable level of common activities 
between parents and children, with going to the cinenra the 
most prevalent, as might be expected. If there/fis a 
surprise, it is that parents were more likely to tatfe their 
children to museums or the library than to the ethnic fes- 
tivals, which are often thought of as meant for family out- ' 
ings. The post-college percentages of "yes" answers indi- 
cate that there has been an increase in all the categories 
of excursions. The one which stands out is "campus events"; 
it is the only one for which the percentage is greater 
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after, than before, college—suggesting that some children 
were taken to the university for the first time after their 
parents went to college. Unfortunately, the question did 
not mention classes as one of the "events 1 ' or the positive 
response may have been higher. 

These results are broken down by graduate status, job 
category of the parent and by race. One way to analyze the 
outcome is to compare the ratio of the percentages in each 
of these dichotomies before and after college. Doing so 
indicates that the gap between the children of graduates and 
non-graduates has been narrowed (or reversed) for museums, 
the library, ethnic festivals and concerts. In all of these 
cases, the parents who eventually graduated were more like- 
ly, prior to college, to take their children to these 
institutions than parents who were not to complete their 
degrees, and this may imply an indirect benefit of "success- 
ful" participation in higher education. 

The gap between white collar workers (who seemed to do 
more with their children in most of these categories) and 
blue collar workers was similarly narrowed for museums and 
the library, but widened for concerts. It became even for 
ethnic festivals and reversed for campus events. For the 
latter, blue collar workers seemed more inclined to attend 
such events with their children prior to college, but this 
decreased afterward. One explanation may be that among the 
parents whose children were interviewed, 60% of the blue 
collar workers were forced out of college by loss of VA 
benefits, compared to 34% of the white collar workers. 

The most clear-cut. of the dichotomies is the racial 
one. Black parents are said by their children to have par- 
ticipated more 'with them in all of these activities than 
white parents are by their children. Here, too, the gap 
narrows (non-blacks become more sociable with their 
children) after college for the library, campus events and 
concerts — but it widens for museums and the cinema. 

Another way to view the data is to directly compare the 
answers given to the two questions (before and after col- 
lege) . This will show which children answered "yes" to both 
but, more importantly, it measures whom among those who 
answered "no" to the first question answered "yes" to the 
second. Logically, this would eliminate those who responded 
negatively Because they were already too old, prior to the 
parents 1 college, to be taken places — and, therefore, it is 
a better way to observe real change. This has been done in 
Table 32. 

Roughly one-fifth of children not taken to museums, the 
cinema, the library and ethnic festivals before their 
parents went to college are now — and one can presume that 
this might be higher if children who first said "no" did not 
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Table 32 

PARENT- CHILD ACTIVITIES BEFORE AND SINCE COLLEGE II. 



Farent takes me 
Lmo rej now to* 
(recording "yes" answers) 


Parent used 
me before 


to taKe 
college : 


yes 


no 


Museums • • • • 


18.7 


19.7 




39.5 


17..6 
25.3 


Library .... 


26.3 


Ethnic festivals # 


38.7 


21.0 


Campus events 


46.7 


7.2 


Music concerts . 


32.4 


4.5 



age beyond the point when such parental behavior was likely. 
Campus events and concerts don't show the same trend; 
•children not taken before are not now, either. To varying 
degrees, children who said "yes" to the first question also 
claim the common activities have increased. 

In sum, there are many factors which might affect what 

families do together, but there is enough evidence here and 

in the comments of the parents to suggest that parental col- 
lege attendance plays a stimulating role. 



0 

For all the effects college attendance may have on 
children, why do they believe their parents went to college 
in the first place? "Do the children conceive of college as 
a place to go in order to "get ahead", or do they envision 
other reasons? 

^Children were asked the following question: 

There are many reasons why people go to col- 
lege: to prepare for a different job, to 
learn new things, to keep up with their 
children or to understand the world better. 
What do you think was the most important 
reason your parent went to college? 

The answers to this question were open-ended, although 
some guidance was obviously given in its phrasing. When the 
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children gavf; an answer, they were asked if there was also 
any other reason their parent went. The responses were 
categorized into five groups: job advancement, education 
to learn more, self-fuH illment and enjoyment, helping the 
children or setting an example, and "other". The results in 
Table 33 are given for both the first and second JizaAon* 
stated by the children, and are broken down by the age of 
children when the parent left college, race, and graduate 
and job status of the parents. There were no differences in 
the answers of male and female children. Although 192 
children gave one reason (the rest said they didn't know), 
only 87 gave a second. 

Most conspicuous, is the fact that nearly two-thirds of 
the children do not see the reason for going to college as 
job advancement—at least as it is relevant to their 
parents. The number citing the career reason as primary 
decreases with age of the children but, even among the 
youngest, is fewer than half. Blacks are seen as substan- 
tially less job-motivated than -non-blacks, blue collar 
workers somewhat more so than white collar, and graduates 
and non-graduates as equally so. Some of the racial effect 
has to do with age, the fact that a larger percentage of 
older children are black. 

The reasons, to ZzaAn moKt and - huZ&lllrnint, tend 

to be reciprocal in the frequencies with which they are 
cited by age. While they are similar as motives, 62.1%- 
hmt^jLLtmint is a more sophisticated response and it was 
given more by older children — something which demonstrates 
what was discussed at the beginning of this section on the 
articulate ness of the children interviewed according to 
their ages. Of course, the ol'der children probably have 
older parents, for whom job change may be less of a stimulus 
for going to college than self-satisfaction. Blacks report 
6e.t& - {^uZ^ZZrmnt nearly- twice as often as non-blacks, for 
some reason non-graduates are said to want to Zzatin mOKZ 
while graduates are said to attend for luZ^ltZmznt. White 
and blue collar workers differ only in the self-f ulf illment 
category, with the latter scored lower. 

A rough idea of agreement on reasons within families 
can be had by calculating correlations. For the primary 
reason, the correlation coefficients between the first, and 
the second and third children, respectively, are: 0.18 and 
-0.23; between second and third children it is 0.64# When 
controlling for the age of the oldest child (and using pair- 
wise deletion), the partial coefficients between the first, 
and the second and third children are: 0.07 and -0.45; 
between second and third children it is 0.56. Thus, there 
is no great uniformity within families, except among later- 
born children (younger), and younger children in a given 
family are more likely than their older siblings to cite the 
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Table 33 

REASONS CHILDREN GIVE FOR THEIR PARENTS HAVING GONE TO'COLLEGE* 



Reason 


Total 
Sampl e 


Age When Parent 
Lfef t Cot lege 


Race 


Graduate 


Job Category 


black 


non- 
black 


no 


yes 


wht te 
col lar 


blue 
collar 


6 


•9 


10-12 


13 


- 18 


19 up 


Job advancement 


37.0 


47 


6 


33.9 


39 


.3 


26 3 


27 


1 


40.6 


36 .6 


37 


4 


3? 


6 


4 1.5 




(32.2) 


(22 


0) 


(48.0) 


(32 


0) 


(20.0) 


( 20 


0) 


(35.8) 


(30 0) 


(35 


0) 


(32 


5) 


(31. 1) 


Educat ton. 


33.3 


47 


6 


42.9 


35 


7 


0 


31 


3 


34.3 


40 6 


25 


.3 


32 


6 


35. 1 


to learn mo^e' . 


( 27. 6) 


(29 


6) 


(20 0) 


(28 


0) 


(40 0) 


(40 


0) 


(23 9) 


(28 0) 


(27 


0) 


(27 


5) 


(28.9) 


*Sel f-fulf H Vlrlent 


25.0 


2 


4 


21 4 


17 


9 


65.8 


37 


5 


20.3 


18 8 


31 


.9 


31 


5 


18. 1 


enjoyment ( 


(12.6) 


17 


4) 


( 12 0) 


(12 


0) 


(30 0) 


( 15 


0) 


(11.9) 


(8.0) 


(18 


9) 


( 15 


0) 


(8.9) 


Help chTldren, 


1 0 5 




0 


0 


1 


8 


0 




0 


0.7 


1 0 




0 




0 


1 1 


set an example . 


(20.7) 


(33 


3) 


(20.0) 


(16 


0) 


(0) 


(20 


0) 


(20.9) 


(28 0) 


(10 


8) 


( 17 


5) 


(24.4) 


Other 


4 2 


2 


4 


1 8 


5 


4 


7.9 


4 


2 


4 2 


3.0 


5 


5 


3 


3 


4.3 




(6.9* 


(7 


4) 


(0) 


( 12 


0) 


( 10.0) 




(5 


0) 


(7,5) 


(6.0) 


(8 


1) 


(7 


5) 


(6.7) 



•Top row represents .the first reason given by children; (bottom row), the^ second 
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reason with the lowest value: job advancement (which is the 
reason for the negative correlation) ♦ 

The secondary reasons given by children have some 

similarity to the primary ones, but there is some evening 

out within categories; for example, wanting to leann mone by 

graduate status, and job advancement by job status. The big 

difference is that while only one child gave helping 

ch<Lld*en and hettJing an example, as a primary reason, 21% of 
the children mention it as a second reason. 

There are some meaningful trends when one looks at the 
first and second reasons given by the same children (N=87), 
and these are shown in Table 34. 



Table 34 

WHY PARENTS GO TO COLLEGE (ACCORDING TO CHILDREN): 
SECOND REASON AS A FUNCTION OF THE FIRST REASON 



Second Reason 


First Reason 


Job 
Advancement 


Learn 
More 


Self- 
Fulfillment 


Job advancement 


0 


6^.1 


33.3 


Learn more . . . 


45.5 


5.6 


41.7 


Self -fulfillment 


21.2 


8.3 


0 


Help children 


27.3 


19.4 


16.7 


Other 


6.1 


5.6 


8.3 



It really seems as though there is a hierarchy among 
job advancement, to leaKn moKe and 6el&- fulfillment . 
Children who sai.d job advancement the first time make leann- 
JLng motie next in importance. Those who said telf- 
fulfillment pick the most similar variable {to leakn moKe) 
as their second choice most often, then job advancement. 
Those who said to leann moKe first move to job advancement 
as' a ( second reason. Interestingly, the helping children 
selection "benefits most from those who gave the materialis- 
tic reason (job advancement) first, not the more altruistic 
ones. j 

How valid is the judgement of the children? An answer 
is not available for the majority of the parent sample, but 
the graduates among them completed a second questionnaire at 
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the same time as this study (the parent portion) was con- 
ducted* When these graduates 2 * were asked for the most 
important benefit of the degree, 33,6% said the satisfaction 
of having it or the enjoyment of learning, 34% said using it 
as a "stepping stone" for more education, 25.7% said it was 
a credential for job advancement or that it improved work 
performance. The remainder gave other reasons or cited no 
benefit. So it does appear that the children are on the 
mar If . 



Discriminant Analyses of Interviews 

. In the parent questionnaire, discriminant analysis was 
used to find the best predictors of changes in attitudes and 
grades . Since parallel questions were asked of the 
children, it was of interest to perform the same analysis 
and to compare the types of variables which discriminate 
change and no change. Recall that the responses of the 
children to whether their learning attitudes and grades 
changed as a result of a parent going to college strongly 
resembled the responses given by the total parent sample. 
Vfould the predictors, as well? 

The object here is to discriminate using exclusively 
the characteristics of the children and their answers in the 
interview; that is, there are no parent variables (except 
race). The procedure resembles the one used before. All 
variables which correlate significantly (this time, P^O.10) 
with change. In liannlng attitude* or change. In g/iade.6 were 
entered into the analysis stepwise in order to determine the 
best predictors. 

There were 25 variables which correlated with attitude 
change, and 34 with grade change. None of these had inter- 
correlation coefficients greater than 0.50. The reason for 
this is probably the fact that all children are in the 
analysis. Siblings do not always agree with each other and 
there are also the differences by age which have been 
reported. A sample by birth order or a more homogeneous 
sample by age may have produced higher correlations among 
some variables. Also, for these discriminant analyses, the 
answers, "does not apply" were allowed to remain. The 
responses, "much better" and "a little better" were, as 
before, combined into one group to be compared with 
"unchanged". The results for both dependent variables are 
in Table 35. 

A substantial number of variables entered into the dis- 
criminant functions for both variables, eleven for attitude. 



2 deferring to all graduates in the sample, not just 
those whose children were interviewed. 
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Table 35 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES OF INTERVIEWS WITH CHILDREN: 
CHANGES IN ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING AND IN GRADES 



Discriminating Variable* 



Standardized 
Coef f ic ients 

Attitude Grade 

Changes Changes 

0.46 0.22 

0.44 

0.40 0.37 

0.29 0.26 

0.25 

0.22 0.22 

0.21 

0.18 0.48 

0.18 

-0.16 

-0.15 

0.35 

• •••• ™™ 0 • 3 4 

• •••• 0.32 

0.29 

0*26 

0.24 



My mind was changed about going to college 
Think college more important to success 
Race 

Easier to talk about school problems . 

I 

Parent used to take to ethnic" festivals 
My grades more important to parent 
College reduced time with parent . 
My job goals were changed . . . . 

I want college more now 

Parents in college is not unusual 
Parent could help more with homework . 
My parent reads more than others now . 
I think parent will get a better job . 
Parent takes to concerts more now . . 
My attitude toward learning changed 
—More -pressure to do homework 

Think parent was setting an example 
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Table 35 (continued)* 


N 

Discriminating Variable* 

• 


Standa rdized 
Coefficients 


Att itude Grade 
Changes Changes 


Child's grade average 




Parent-child competition for grades . . . 
Parent^takes to museums more now , 


-0.2O 

/-0.15 


Canonical correlation squared 


0.39 * 0.43 



'Variable descriptions are abbreviated. Phrases like, 
"since parent went to college" or "because of parent going 
to college", are implied in most cases. 



changt and fifteen for grade, change.. Five were good predic- 
tors for both. Caution must be exercised in interpreting 
some of the coefficients because the "does not apply" option 
was allowed to remain in the variables with true/false 
dichotomies. For example, children who get more help with 
homeworkdo tend to say their attitude improved. In a case 
like this, the function has picked a variable whose answers, 
("true", "false" or "does not apply") make it a good predic- 
tor, but the sign does not have its usual meaning* -The sign. 
is indicative for still-dichotomous variables. For example, 
blacks are more likely than non-blacks to say that attitudes 
impr oved. 

In the parent questionnaire, the predictors which 
appeared for attitude and grade changes were more, paiznt- 
chlld conversation, the parent Wanting to 6tt an example, 
probable job 6tatu6 of the child, ract and graduation 6tatu6 
of the parent. Except for graduation status, which is 
unknown here, some comparisons can be made. 

Several variables which discriminate f or "a tt i tudes may 
be surrogates for the parent fitting an example: the child 
changing hl6 mind about going to college., thinking college 
16 Important to buccc66 and wanting to go to colltgt more — 
all because the parent went. Possible surrogates for more 
part nt- child talk v are: more ea*e In talking about school 
problem*, more help with homework and being taken to <$e-6- 
tlval* (a form of interaction). The change* In job goal* 
relate to the probable job variable which discriminated 
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parents' views. Race is an important discriminator here, as 
well as for parents.- That leaves only three variables unac- 
counted for: reduced timt with tht parent, gncatzn. impor- 
tance oi g/iadz* and whether patient* being in college i* 
uniuua£- -a It hough the f irst two speak to • interac ti on , and 
the third to betting an example. 

The pattern shifts somewhat for grade changes. Among 
the Siscriminat ing variables are some directly pertinent to 
such an effect: the chiid/ien 1 6 g/iade average* , competition 
ion. grade*, grade* more important to the parent and more 
pre**ure to do homework. The last three related to 
interaction—as do ea*ier talk about school problem* and 
being taken more to concert* and mu*eum*. The parent *et~ 
ting an example is important; in the first place, the exact 
parallel in the interview now appears , as does the 
children's having their mind* changed about going to co£~ 
lege. The parent leading more and having a chance at a bet- 
ter job may also stand for *etting an example. The latter, 
plus change in job goal*, are the occupat ionally related 
variables which discriminate, with job goal* being much 
stronger as a predictor of grade than of attitude change. 

Race appears again with a high coefficient, so does sex 
(girls answer more positively). It is interesting that of 
the two variables which ask directly about more parent-child 
conversation, the more specific one, ea*ier talk about 
school problem* , discriminates, while the more generally 
phrased question does not appear. Note, too, that the vari- 
able, attitude change, is a predictor for grade change. The 
children's ages do not appear in either equation. 

The canonical correlations squared are rather high for 
both groups: 0.39 for attitudt changz, 0.43 for grade 
change. The classification results were also fairly suc- 
cessful -(Table 36), with 83% of cases correctly classified 
for attitude change and 89% for grade change. The clas- 
sification functions were modorate in their ability to clas- 
sify positive change, but excellent in classifying 
"unchanged 11 cases . 
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Table 36 

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FROM INTERVIEWS WITH 
CHILDREN: CHANGES IN ATTITUDE AND GRADES 



Dependent Variable 


Correct Classification 


improved not affected overall 


Changes in learning attitudes 


66.2 92.2 83.0 
67.5 95.1 89.1 
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COMMENTS OF CHILDREN 



The children interviewed were encouraged to make com- 
ments which further explained the answers they gave, and 
were also given an open-ended question at the end. The 
paraphrased answers to selected question^ are presented 
first. The grouping is by the current ages of the children 
(1981). Many of the comments are coded with characteristics 
of the parent: graduate(G) or non-graduat e(NG) , black(B) or 
non-black (NB) , white collar worker(WC) or blue collar(BC). 



Reasons for Which Children Think Parent Went to College 

The statements below are taken from both the primary 
and secondary reasons children gave for their parent's going 
to college. 



11-14 

didn't have much to do after work (G,NB,,BC) 
to f inish something (G,NB,BC) 

wanted to see what school was like again (G,NB,BC) 
help kids with homework 

so us kids could go to college (NG,NB,WC) 

to help me learn (G,B,BC) 

so I'd want to go to school ( NG , NB , BC ) 

set an example so we'd go (NG,NB,BC) 

so he could understand my problems more (NG,NB,BC) 

because we wanted better things (G,B,BC) 

learn something he'd missed (NG,B,WC) 

people would look up to him (G,NB, BC) 

to get a degree 



15-18 

to get a degree 
better himself 

make life easier and say he went to college 

(NG,NB,WC) 
to refresh himself 
to broaden himself 

he's a bookhound, values education (NG,B,WC) * 

improve himself intellectually (NG,NB,WC) 

dropped high school and wasn't getting anywhere 

(G,NB,WC) 
help us with our work 
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get smarter and do more things (NG,NB f WC) 
wants us to have better education for the future 
(NG,B,BC) 

would \want me to go, pattern myself after him 
(G,B,BC) 

set a good example for me (NG f B f WC) 
always wanted to finish {G,NB,WC) 



something he always wanted to do 

a socializer when he was young , is mature now 
(G f NB f WC) 

better himself, know he could accomplish it 

get a doctorate and help black children (G,B,WC) 

didn't finish high school, always thought education 

important (NG,NB,BC) 
likes to learn 

had time on his hands (NG,NB,WC) 
self interest, a challenge 

GI benefits (NG,NB,BC) [sibling of child, above, who 
said, ^ "didn 1 t finish high school"] 

is laid off, to become more marketable, something to 

do while not working (NG,NB,BC) 
keep himself busy and his mind active (NG,NB,BC) 
for status as a businessman (G,NB,WC) 
be a better person, more well-rounded and educated 

(G,NB,WC) 

had everything but a good education (G,NB,BC) 
set a good example for us 
likes to go to school 



bored with- the house, to prepare for the 

future (NG,B,WC) 
always in school, likes to explore, enjoys learning 

(G,B,WC) 
personal growth (G,NB,WC) 

something to accomplish, couldn't when younger 
(G,NB,BC) 

self esteem, feel beTter aVou't herself 

set a goal and wanted to reach it (G,B,WC) 

just enjoyed it (G,NB,WC) 

get a degree 

se 1 f r i mpr ovemen t 

fulfill a dream to go to college (G,NB,-) 

an achiever, more she learns the happier she is, 

sense of satisfaction * 
something for herself after raising a family 

(G,NB,WC) 

great respect for education, wanted to pick up 



19-23 



24 up 
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what she missed (NG,B,BC) 
loves education, had time now to better herself 
(NG,B,BC) 

self-esteem, her own identity (NG, B, BC) [last 
three are siblings] 

The above comments are not a representative sample. 
Tlfey show the tone and style of some of the remarks and they 
include many of those classed as "other" in the previous 
section. They do, however, reveal a certain trend with age. 

The statements of the youngest children have a kind of 
vagueness and a tendency to be self-f ocussed. In the 15-18 
year-old group, the emphasis shifts to the parent and many 
answers were some version of, "to better himself". The 
19-23 group continues this, but becomes more explanatory 
about "bettering" and is sometimes specific about what use 
could be made of education. The oldest children complete 
the shift and express the reasons more in terms of self- 
actualization . 
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How Parents Changed Children's Minds About Going to College 

Children were asked if the fact that their parents went 
to college changed their minds about going themselves and, 
if so, whether the change was positive or negative. While 
most said there was no change and that they felt just as 
positive as before, some did state that they were more 
enthusiastic* Most of the comments below -are from that 
group. 



11-14 

He told me it's good for me. I can learn 
and have fun, too. (NG,B,BC) 

I want to see the inside, meet the teachers 
and learn more. (G,B,WC) 

I want to learn all about stores and become 
a good store manager. (G,B,BC) 

I'm proud of her degree hanging on the wall. 
Someday, I ! d like to have more than one. 
(NG,B,BC) 

No, I've always wanted to go in order to get 
a good job. (NG,NB,BC) 

I want to go because he says it's good for 
me, but we may not have the money. 
(NG,B,BC) 
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I always wanted to go, but because I know he 
went I think it'll be good for me to go. 
(G,B,WC) 

It I know my dad, I'll have to go. It's not 
left up to me. (NG,B,WC) 

I want to go and learn as much as I can. 
(G,B,BC) 

I thought high school was enough before. 
Now I realize college is important. 
(G,NB,BC) 



15-18 

I saw how happy she was with herself and how 
eager to learn more. (NG,B,BC) 

If I can get through high school, I'll have 
more faith in myself. I -wish I could be as 
smart as Daddy. (G ,B, BC ) 

It could help me improve myself. (NG,NB,WC) 

I want to set my own goal, do what's best 
for me. (NG,B,BCT~ 

There's no big change. I know I have to do 
as well as he did, that's why I want to go. 
( NG , B , BC ) 

I want a degree so that I can do more than 
work with my hands. (G,B ,BC ) 

I'm inspired by Dad. I know now I want to 
get ahead. (NG,B,BC) 

Dad is always thinking of ways to improve. 
He took a big step going to college and I 
can take that step, too, (NG.,B,WC) 

I have college on my mind now more than 
ever. I've had first and second thoughts; 
now I'm more sure. (NG,B,WC) 



19 up 

When I see his degrees, I want [even] more. 
(G,B,WC) 
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College is not for everyone. It's not for 
me, but I might end up there* (NG,B,WC) 

After I saw how skillful he's become, yes. 
(NG,B,WC) 

It didn't change my mind, but it may have 
had a little influence* (NG,NB,BC) 

It would be good for my ego and mv pockets. 
(G,B,WC) 



I wanted to continue after Ma went, but I 
can't afford it. (NG,B,WC) 

Not for a few years. (G,NB,-) 

Now that I'm older, it made me want to go 
more, a lot more. She sure has set an 
example. (NG,NB,BC) 

I knew I could do better. Mom knew I could 
do better. I wanted to prove myself . 
(G,B,WC) 

I had already graduated. (G,NB,-) 

I was going before she was. (NG,NB,BC) 

We went together . I learned educational 
values from her going. (G,B,WC) 

I'd really like to back again. (G,NB,-) 

There are things I can only accomplish by 
going further and she's behind me 100%. 
(G,B,WC) 



Changes in Attitudes Toward Learning 

Much of this study has had to do with the analysis of 
the variables, changes In attltude.6 toward liannLng and 
change.* Jin g/iadt6, as function of parents attending college. 
These two sections present the children's comments about 
these effects, beginning with attitude changes. Recall that 
in the parent questionnaire, the positive effects on 
attitudes toward learning increased with age. That is well 
demonstrated here in the comments of the older children. 
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I started to know more when I was younger 
than other kids* (G,NB,BC) 



He went to school when he was old and that 
inspired me* (G,NB,WC) 



I was around when Dad was in school. He 
taught me what school is like. (G,NB,BC) 

I work more to get things done. (G,NB,WCj 

No, because I don't remember. (NG,B,BC) 

I try harJey: because Dad had to go another 
year to make up a grade. He didn't do well 
the first time. (NG,NB,WC) 

I don't know any dads who went to college, 
so I want to do like my dad. (G,B,WC) 

I like to see Dad go to school. I thought 
grown-ups didn' t, except to teach kids. 
(G,B,BC) 

I want college more. It sounds like fun 
because Dad went. (NG,NB,BC) 

\ 

Because we have study time, there's no TV, 
play or company. (NG,B,BC) 

You have to go to school to get a good 
education, to do something important. I 
didn ' t feel that way before Dad went . 
(NG,NB,BC) 

The more you know, the better job you get — 
like Dad. (G,NB,WC) 

I feel more like doing the work to pass, not 
just loaf. (G,NB,WC) 

He said, no college — no job you want. 
(NG,NB,BC) 

Because I see how„ he is. He knows how-to 
handle his business. (NG,B,BC) 

He tells me to study hard and learn so I can 
make good money. (G,B,WC) 



He always tells me, to get ahead you need 
college. (G,NB,BC) 
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He gets on us for bad grades. He'£ more 
strict* (G,NB,WC) 

I'm glad he went; he can help me. (G,B,BC) 

If he can -learn, get good grades, graduate 
with honors — me, too. (NG,NB,BC) 

I like the idea. My friends think school is 
for fun and play,. (NG,B,BC) 

A little. I used to be a dummy. Now I lis- 
ten and try harder. (NG,NB,-) 

I thought I should try harder because he 
made the effort to go to college. Because 
he tried harder. (NG,NB,WC) 

I didn't appreciate school before. He put 
in my head how important it is and I agree. 
(G,NB,BC) 

Because he had to go. back and get his 
degree. (G,NB,WC) 

* 

When he got his degree I wanted one, too. I 
know success takes hard work. (G,B,BC) 

Because he had good grades, I had to have 
them, too. (G,NB,WC) 

Looking at him, how he worked hard and 
studied at the kitchen table, made me 
realize I could work hard, too. (NG,NB,WC) 



15-18 

Because we had to study every evening, I 
soon forgot to go out and play so much. 
(NG,B,BC) 

I understand "C's" are not enough to get the 
job you want.^ (NG,NB,BC) 

I always wanted college. Now I see how 
important a good education is. (NG,B,WC) 

It wasn't as important before; now, i't's a 
first priority. ( NG , NB , BC ) 

I'm glad he went for his sake, but it had no 
effect on me. (NG,B,BC) 
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A little more [positive] because' it helped 
him, he has mpre knowledge and it makes him 
want to know more, (G,NB, BCh 

I think I can do. the same .thing my father 
did. (NG,B,BC) 

Now l f m more eager to learn and enjoy 
school, (NG,B,WC) 

When I see his effort, and coming out ^ win- 
ner, I want to press on. (NG,B,WC) 

I didn't have a, good attitude in high 
school . Dad* s going helped me change. 
(G,NB,WC) ) 

I compete. He f s 50, I f m 18. If he can, I 
can. (G,B,WC) 



19-23 

If he can, I can, (G,NB,WC) 

Seeing his progress in school makes me want 
to. (NG,B,WC) , 

It made me make it through high school, 

(NG,NB,BC) j 

I really want to do great things. ( NG , B , BC ) 

He showed me you never stop learning. 
(G,N^,WC) 4 

If Ke could, I could. He showed me the way. 

I figured if he could put all that into it 
while workinq, it motivated me to put more 
into it. (G,NB,WC) v * 

I know now how to better pursue what I want 
to do. (NG,B,WC) ^ 

I have more interest because of my parents. 
They pressured. I can't c^t away with as 
much. I see them interested, so I am. 
(NG,NB,WC) 

My play periods included study. It was made 
family fun time around our house. Everybody 
read together. . (G,B,WC) 
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24 up 

0 

I wish I continued my education. I can see 
so mucfti good in my mother and how happy she 
is with her life. (NG,B,WC) 

I wish I was more ambitious. (G,B,toC) 

'* 

I think it's a lot more possible to go back. 
I never thought she'd go back and get total- 
ly what she wanted. (G,NB,-) 

After high school, I had a chance but didn't 
take it. But Mom was plugging away and I 
admire it* I saw her trying and decided 
some day I'll do the same. (NG,NB,BC) 

Now I feel like I want to study, to be edu- 
cated. (G,B,WC) 

It was a working example for me. I could 
see that college worked. (G,NB,WC) 

I have more interest in leariTl^ng. (G,B,WC) s 

It renewed my interest in school. I was 
getting apathetic, thouqht I'd gone as far 
as £ wanted. She made me. want to expand, 
seeing her so much more fulfilled. (G,NB,-7 

After seeing what she's done, I've a better 
outlook on life, education and the total 
person. (G,B,WC) 



Changes in Grades 

*/ . * 

In the previous section, changes in attitude were 
almost exclusively explained by the example parents set, 
rather than by increased direct communication. A few of the 
younger children mentioned more pressure, encouragement or 
help; otherwise, the answers were more- about inspirati/on 
gained from* the parents. The pic tyre changes in the 
explanations for changes in grades. Most of the comments 
are about haw the parent helps' with homework or takes time 
to explain. 



11-14 

In social studies, when we • talk about a 
place, I know, about it because I went to 
class with Dad and saw films. (G,NB,BC) 
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We both went . It made me think more 
seriously about school work, because it's 
important . (G,NB, WC) 

I pay, more attention to my grades . 
(NG,NB,BC) 

Maybe better because he can help me. 
(NG,B,BC) 

He explains things I don't know. (G,B,WC) 

Sometimes I worked with him. (NG,NB,BC) 

Because she helps me, things I don't under- 
stand. (NG,B,BC) 

Now he can help me more. (G,NB,WC) 
I work harder. (NG,NB,BC) 

I have more enthusiasm about school. I 
think it's more important. (G,NB,WC) 

My grades changed because he went . He 
helped me study. (G,NB,WC) 

He helps me . If the teacher doesn ' t 
explain, he does. (G,NB,BC) 

When I don't know, he helps and I get a bet- 
ter score. (NG,B,BC) 

They're better because he can help. I read 
ancL^do math better. (G,B,BC) 

They improved because he helped me . 
(NG,NB,BC) 

Because he helps. (NG,NB,BC) 

Because I realized the importance* You must 
put in effort. (G,NB,BC) 

No change, but I try harder. (G,NB,WC) 



15-18 

He leafhed more and then he could explain 
things. (G,NB,WC) 
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When we sat down to study, she took time to 
check my work and * explain my faults. 
(NG,B,BC) , 

I get more "A's" now, have more interest in 
school. (NG, B, WC) 

Because I learn things at home I wouldn't 
have learned in school* ( NG , NB , BC ) 

He helped me more and I was more interested 
in what I was doing* (G,B,WC) 

I don't get "E's" anymore. I go, and try to 
be on time. (NG,B,WC) 

I do more. I want to impress him. 
(NG,B,WC) 

Because he got "A's" and I wanted to catch 
up. (NG,NB, BC) 

I saw education i£ good for people, learning 
and improving your mind. I'm more serious 
now— maybe just older. (NG,NB,WC) 

He wants us to get better grades, and take 
harder classes to be better prepared for 
college. (NG,NB,BC) 



19-23 

My average is higher than his now because of 
his influence . (G,B ,WC) 

Dad will stop what he's doing and help me. 
He can give me more than a book, and it 
stays with me. (NG,B,WC) 

Because of his grades, he pressured me to do 
better. ( NG , NB , BC ) 

I put forth effort now. I want to prove 
myself and show Dad how proud I am of him. 
(NG,B,BC) 

He showed me how to be enthusiastic and that 
you can get good grades if you try. 
(G,NB,WC) 

He goes to school so he knows how it^is. I 
have to do my best because he knoTTS when I'm 
hot. (NG,NB,WC) 
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I'd bring home "A's" just to show her* I ! d 
buckle down because of the fact she was 
doing it. (NG,NB,BO) 

He' could help me more, (G,NB,WC) 

My father was somewhat of a teacher. Books 
were always available to us, (G,B,WC) 



24 up 

The standard was higher because she went, 
(G,NB,WC) 

yes, in high school . She made sure we did 
homework. She was more aware, (NG,NB,BC) 

It was embarrassing that she had a 3.9 
[average] and me, 2.8. I'd help her, but 
her awe of my being in college changed when 
she did better. (G,NB,-) 

We went to campus together. That helped me 
a lot. (G,B,WC) 



Open-Ended Questions 



At the end of the interview, children were asked the 
following question: 

What other x Kinds of changes happened to your 
family or to\you as a result of your parent 
going to college? For example, did your 
parents get mor\e involved in your school 
activities or PTA, or did members of your 
family pitch in on household chores to give 
your 'parent time for school? Do you remem- 
ber any special stories or incidents which 
happened? Did your parent try to "make up" 
the weekends spent away at conferences? If 
your parent wasn 1 1 able to f inish and 
graduate, how do you think he/she felt about 
that? How did you feel? 

Interviewers tried to cover all of these points and 

then asked if 'there was anything else to add. The comments 

are therefore presented in the categories of the various 
parts of the question. 
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School Activities 



11-14 



Mom joined the PTA for the first time after 
Dad went to< college. 

They were going to more things at my school. 

He helps my sister with science. 

He helDed me .with schoolwork. (Three said 
this. ) 

Dad could explain things to me. It helped 
me understand a lot,.his going to college, 
because if he can learn, so can I. 

Mom is more involved in school; she bakes 
for raffles. Dad coaches baseball. 

He had to write a thick paper, a thesis, and 
that^ inspired me. I like to write and that 
inspired me more. 

t They seem mpre Interested in my school now. 

They went to more school activities. 



No, Dad had his mind on his school and asked 
Mom to help mp with mine. 



I'm in chorus and they f re in the parents 
group. 

Very, in the PTA. Mom was class mother par- 
tially because of his going. 



More involved in. wanting me to improve my 
education. He explained about college, get- 
ting better grades. 

Mom is president of the PTA and Reaches 
English to .foreign students since Dad went 
to college* / 



15-18 



Dad got more involved. 



Mot more active 
cerned and awar 




but 




127 



114 



We made sure the table was clean so he could 
work . 



15-18 

We all had to clean the den where he would 
study after dinner. 

Everybody gave a little more. We* were 
quiet. We divided his chores so he could 
study . 

We pitched in a little harder. 

We helped around the house more. 

We all had jobs before and we did more. 

We did what he had done. 

Yes, more chores. 

Yes, we did more of the things he used to 
do. 

I took care of the yard and cars because 
Saturday was Dad's study day. 

We tried to make things as easy for him as 
possible. 

He'd leave notes telling us what to do. 



19 up 

If there was a test, we'd do errands the day 
before so he could study. 

Everything was the same, except my father 
was so happy. 

We did things for him prior to when he had 
to study. 

We'd help in the apartment buildings he 
managed. 

It put a certain strain on the family. The 
older ones had extra responsibilities. 

Our father had to do more routine chores. 
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Yes, they went to more meetings and 
activities . 



No, and I'm glad. Nothing can help our 
schools. What difference would it make? 



19 up 

Yes, both are in the PTA and Mom helped him 
with studies. 

My father became a board member. 

While few children mentioned specific activities at 
school in which their parent became involved, the ripple 
effect of those who did is interesting. In ten of the above 
comments, the non-student spouse is implicitly or explicitly 
said to have become more involved since the other parent 
went to college. 



Helping with Chores 



11-14 

We all did things do give Dad more time. 

We did his work, mowing the lawn and raking 
leaves. 

We started using the dishwasher more. We 
all had to help more I did the laundry, my 
brother vacuumed. All pitched in and didn't 
have to be hollered at. 

We surprised him by cleaning the yard. 

My brother did my dad's stuff and I helped. 

Actually, I think he tried to help more with 
chores. 

I had to help Mom so she could do things for 
him. 

Mom would have things , ready so he could 
study. 

When he had to study we'd help in the house. 

Mom assigned jobs to everyone and we were 
quiet so he could study. 




My sister had more duties* Father did the 
shopping* and laundry; it was role reversal. 

The workload was put on my father. 

Since children often have their tasks to do. in the 
house, it might be difficult to distinguish what was normal 
from what was added; however, most of the remarks are 
specific enough to indicate that the rest of the family 
really was picking up the student's burdens* One gets the 
feeling that some f ami lies were mobilized around the 
parent 1 s studies, 

* * 

Only seven children were at all specific about the 
parent trying to make up for time with the family lost to 
studies, and even they are not precise about any effort 
which might be other than normal activities. Those comments 
are not repeated here. 



Special Stories 

When children were asked for any special anecdotes, 
most that they told dealt with reorganization of family life 
brought about by college .or with new contacts within the 
family the student parent built around education. The lat- 
ter seem to exemplify the variable, mont patent- child talk 
about tchool matttn.6, and it is not only the children's 
schooling, but the parent's, which are the subject of com- 
munication. Note the one person (19 up) who was very bitter 
about the parent being in college. This is somebody 
recovering from a tf&d accident and having emotional 
sequellae^ School, in tftrs case at least, is an additional 
destabilizing force in\ a family which has already 
experienced a trauma. \ 



J 11-14 

His special assignment: to watch cartons and 
write about violence in them. I thought it 
odd to watch cartoons for college. 

Mom went to school, too. She went because 
Dad went. My brother started ' liking school 
better. 

I once went along to his instructor's house 
to turn in a paper. It was neat. He'd come 
home and tell us what happened in class. 
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Dad changed his work hours to accommodate 
Mom's school. With bills for school and the 
house, we couldn't afford a sitter so my 
brothers and sisters had to stay. home. We 
didn f t like that . 

We didn't get out as ir.uct}. We kept the 
house quieter so Dad could study.. \ 



He had the TV course every evening. I 
didn't like it. .We had to keep quiet when 
he studied*. He was in a bad mood from long 
classes. 

He can help me with math. He told me he 
wasn't good in math before. 

My sister went to one of his classes and she 
thought it was exciting. 

I went to the atomic energy plant with him; 
it was fun. 



I went to some of his classes, but I 
couldn't understand. I was in the fourth 
grade. 

He used to talk about his teachers and his 
friends at school. They used to go to the 
bar after school . 

When he was in school, he was more into 
school than the family. We couldn't bother 
him because he was concentrating on his 
studies. Afterwards, he was part of the 
family again. 



research. He argued for, and explained why. 
He had that in class* 

He told me about Greek mythology he was 
learning about, < 

He'd come home and tell us about his work. 
He'd take us to class, show us his papers 
and grades. 

tie was having, a good time going and learning 
a little bit more. 




15-18 



We had a f ight 



over using animals for 
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I lost sleep when Dad was in college because 
I got up with him to watch the [early morn- - 
ing] TV classes. 

We both wrote papers on energy and nuclear 
power at the same time. 

Hehelped us choose classes, more social 
sciences, like he majored in* 

We had to adjust to the time element • We'd 
forget when he was home or gone. 

He didn't like his social sciences instruc- 
tor. He always wrote papers at the last 
minute. Me, too. 

We all did more homework because we sat 
together and did it. 

19 up 

I hated him going- to school. No parent 
should do it. He > was grouchy. ' He only 
studied. 

I used to watch the morning TV class with 
h im. 

He braggedabout his report cards. He was 
proud of himself for going to school. 

Mom said he loved his school and books more • 
than her* 

Sometimes we'd watch TV classes .with him. 

He told about people from all walks of life 
he was meeting. 

He failed the first class, but kept on 
going. 

The gas man was going t to explain solar heat- 
ing to her, but she already knew about it. 
I t set him down. 

If Parent Didn't Graduate 

A majority o£ the children gave some answer (other 
than, "I don't know") to the question about how they and 
their parents would feel about not finishing college and 
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graduating* A selection of these is reproduced below. The 
first statement is how the child said the parent would (did) 
feel, and the statement in parentheses is how the child 
felt. 



11-12 

It would be unfair, he really tried hard. 
(I'd feel bad for him because he felt 
bad.) (G,NB,WC) 

Disappointed because he said he really liked 
. school and wants to go back. (Disappointed, 
it meant a lot to him.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He might feel bad. (It doesn't bother me as 
long as he learned a lot of 
stuff. ) (NG,NB,BC) 

He might get mad. (I don't know because it 
didn't happen.) (NG,B,BC) 

He just can't take it* He wishes he could 
go back but the job won't let him. There's 
not enough time. (We*re kind of mad he 
can't finish.) (NG,NB,BC) 

He tried as hard as he could and that's all 
he could do. (He tried and did the best he 
could. ) (NG,NB,WC) 

He wouldn't feel very good. He wants the 
best for him and for us. (I'd just think 
about how he felt.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He would have liked to finish. (Not too 
good. I wanted him to finish.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He wants to go again. (I think it's a bum- 
mer.) (NG,NB,BC) 

Unsatisfied with herself. (I feel, she could 
always try again.) (NG,B,BC) 

I think he wants to go back, and plans to, 
but not now. (I thought it Was good to want 
to go back, not just give up and say that's 
it.) (NG,NB,BC) 

Disappointed , because if he f ini shed he 
could get a better job. (I wish he could 
have finished, but I can't tell him what to 
d6.) (NG,NB,BC) 



He's got a good job now so I guess it 
doesn't matter to him. (It doesn"t really 
matter to me.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He would have died. (I'd feel sorry for 
him.) (NG,B,WC) 

I didn't know he didn't graduate. (I don't 
know.) (NG,NB,BC)' 



13-14 \ 

Not that happy. >le wishes he did. (I wish 
he did graduate.) (NG,NB,BC) 

I think he was just happy to go as far as he 
did. (I didn't understand it then, so I 
don't know.) ( NG , NB , - ) 

I think he'd like to graduate because he did 
all that work, to feel he succeeded. (I 
don't know why he didn't graduate. I wish 
he would have.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He'd have been embarrassed. (I'd have felt 
sorry for him. He's smart enough; it 
wouldn't have been his fnult.) (G,NB,WC) 

He would have been disgusted. (I'd have 
felt a little hurt for him.) (G,B,BC) 

Probably sad. (J. ' d feel sorry because he 
tried and just couldn't make it.) (NG,NB,BC) 



' 15-18 

He was disappointed. He says as he gets 
older he realizes the importance of educa- 
tion. ,(...) (NG,NB,WC) 

He wishes he could have, tried hard and was 
upset. (I wish it f too. There wasn't 
enough money and time.) (NG,NB,BC) * - 

I don't think it bothers him. (It doesn't 
matter to me. He has a good-paying job so 
it doesn't matter.) (NG,NB,BC) 

Very embarrassed because everybody knew he 
was going. (I'd have laughed because he was 
supposed to be sett ing an example for 
us.) (G,B,BC) 
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I'm sure he'd like to go* back. If he had 
the time, he'd finish. (If that's what he 
wanted, it's OK with me.) (tfG,NB,BC) 

I don't think he's too upset. We never dis- 
cussed it. (It doesn't really "affect 
me. ) (NG,NB,WC) 

He'd have felt bad because he tried hard and 
kept his job, too. (T'd have felt let down 
because he always stressed education to 
us.) (G,B,BC) [The older brother of the 
child who would have "laughed", above.] 

He'd be disappointed. I never talked to him 
about i t . (I would if it we re me . It 
didn't make me disrespect him.) (NG,NB,WC) 

He did graduate. No f I'm not sure. he did. 
He probably wishes He did. (I wish he did, 
too — for a better job ' and more 
money.) (NG,NB,BC) 



19jje 

The morrey ran out, so he Wouldn't. He was 
bugged. "(...) (NG,NB,BC) 

I was .glad- for the time he went. (It didn't 
bother me.) (NG,NB,BC) 

He would have been infuriated and 
frustrated. (I'd have felt he wasn't inter- 
ested.) (G f NB,WC) 

He graduated. (I felt proud, like £ was the 
parent.) (G,NB,WC) j 

She would have felt a 'failure. « (She's got 
more determination than me and i f she 
couldn't, I couldn't.) (G f NB,WC) 

Would haW been really disappointed. (I'd 
have befen\embarrassed and worried. So many 
people w*e^re\ behind him.) (NG,B,WC) 

■ i 
He wouldn't quit. (It would make us feel 

bad if he quit, as if .something were 

wrong.) (NG,NB,WC) 

HeJU%be upset probably. (Then^ he couldn't 
telWMme not to quit if I decided 
to. ]Mng,nb,bc) 
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It didn't bother him. He didn't *go to 
graduate, just to be in school awhile. Clt 
didn't bother me any.) '( NG , NB , BC ) 

It bothered her, but she'll be back. (I 
feel the same way. I know my 
Ma.) ( NG , NB , BC ) 

She wasn't intending to finish. It was for 
self-improvement. (It doesn'6^ affect 

me.) ( NG , NB , BC ) [This child and tile previous 
one are siblings. ] v j 

She would have been Mirt and si/rk'. (I knew 
she had the ability. /I never thought ,of her 
js a failure.) (NG,B,3C) 

She would have felt terrible. (I'd have 
felt bad because of how she would have 
felt.) (NG,B ,BC) 

She would have been crushed.' (I would bLeed 
for her.) (NG,B,BC) [The last three children 
are siblings. Their mother is a few credit 
hours from graduation.] 

\ 

The children's feelings about whether their parents 
completed school run the gamut from the many who didn't know 
or remember how the parent would' (did) feel— and sometimes 
cudn't care themselves—to the passionate and empathetic. 
Those who care, feel effort should be rewarded and they are 
quite supportive, believing their parents could succeed if 
conditions were different, or that something worthwhile came 
from the experience even if it was interrupted. 

The surprise is the number of children who don*t know 
whether their parents ^graduated x - or not, or are mistaken 
about it— even older children/. It does not seem as if they 
are trying to hide the non-graduation from the inteWiewers. 
The answers to this question probably reflect how much the 
parent exploited college attendance to influence his 
children (by more conversation, etc.) or, in contrast, kept 
it a private matter. It is possible that some parents were 
deliberately vague about the outcom'e of their studies if 
they didn't finish. - 

It is also probable„that some of the answers are mis- 
leading. Interviewers did not know the graduation status of 
the parents and they phrased the questions in , the con- 
ditional. Some children, aaswering likewise, may have given 
the impression of incorrect knowledge of the college outcome 
of their parents. It is possible that some parents trans- 
ferred to, and completed, a program in 'another college after 
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leaving USWC, or that children were, in some cases, referr 
ing to associate's degrees held by their parents. 



Other 

r 

11-14 

I wonder why you want to talk with me. 

It's interesting, people interviewing kids. 
It helps us plan cur future. 

Mom shortened her hours at work to fit 
school in. She get up a 4:30am for homework 
so as not to disrupt the kids* 

I think it's good my dad goes to college. 
It puts an example for us that he went. 

He tries to understand our point of view as 
kids rather than as adults would see it. 
It's good to have this so people can go back 
and further th^j^educat ion . It helped him 
to want us Jto expand our knowledge and 
leapjf. He tries to get us to watch 
educational TV programs and he's more inter- 
ested. It's nice to take time to get kid's 
views. (NG,NB,BC) [The child is 12.] 

[At USWC] you can get an education and still 
be a father or mother to your\ fami- 
ly . (G,NB,BC) 

It's good to ask the kids. It lots 
everybody know the family does stuff at home 
while the father is in school. (t3,NB,WC) 

Nice of you to ask these question to see how 
we f ee i about cfur parents going to col- 
lege. (NG,NB,BC) 



15-18 

I think the interview is absolutely ter- 
rific. Now I feel important. I feel my 
opinion didn't ,fnean much when Dad was in 
school. (NG,NB,BC) 

There were no changes except that we all 
know what my father was trying to do for 

himself and the family. (NG,B,BC) 

3 




USWC is great. It makes parents realize 
what they mis sed and encourage their 
children to attend college. The interview 
is good. It gives kids a chance to express 
how they feel about parents going to col- 
lege. (NG,NB,WC) 

We had to limit our activities. There was 
not enough money and time. We're pleased 
and proud. It gave the family a reason to 
form better relationships. (NG,B,BC) 

I feel we developed a strong tie in the 
family. Yes, he was more involved in my 
schooling. It was important to me as a 
whole. (NG,B,WC) 

I always^ planned college, but it made me see 
I really should. He went twenty years after 
high school, so it was really important for 
him. (G,NB,BC) 



19 up 

We became more independent of her. It 
frustrated my father*. She became less the 
good housewife, (G,NB,WC) 

He'd take me to class to enrich me and we 
became closer because of it. (G,NB,WC) 

I was proud. He's the only father among my 
friends who went to college and 
graduated. (G,NB,WC) 

She|d say, I'm doing it, you should too. 
Laying the guilt trip. It worked sometimes. 
When I quit school to go to [another state] 
and came back, it set in how important it 
was to her. It helped me understand the 
importance for me to finish high school and 
was a big part of the reason I went back. 
I'm glad to tel\ someone about this. She'll 
be back. She's h s fighter. (NG,NB,BC) 

\ 

There Was a new perspective. She wasn't 
just Mom anymore. She was smart. After 
high school, I had enough, but I watched 
her , went to some classes and it inspired 
me, made me want to learn more. My older 
sister also has a thirst for knowledge she 
got from Mom. She made us all believe: go 
for" it (NG,NB,BC) 



125 



13 



8 



She helped my brothers and sisters more with 
homework. With, me, it was sharing learning 
experiences — literature, ethnic studies . 
!(NG,NB,BC) [The last three children are 
'siblings. ] 



Comparisons in One Family 

This section closes with extensive excerpts from the 
interviews of three children in one family. v They are older 
(25, 28 and 29), and not typical of the rest of the sample 
in their volubility. They tend to agree more in their per- 
ceptions than many other sets of siblings , ' but the nuances 
show the different ways they saw the effects on their fami- 
ly. For example, from the youngest to the oldest the reason 
given for their mother going to college changes from a 
career goal, to a career goal plus self-enrichment, to ful- 
filling a dream. Their mother graduated,. In the parent 
questionnaire, she commented on the strong moral support she 
received from both her husband and her children. The 
excerpts begin with the youngest child of the three. 



[reason for going] I'd have to say advance- 
ment in job placement, She was basically a 
professional secretary and' she wanted to get 
more into management. 

[changed attitude toward learning] I think 
it's a lot more possible to go back and get 
what you want. I never thought she'd go 
back and get totally what she wanted. [I 
had] more respect for my mother. 

I'd have to say [there was a] certain strain 
on the family. It put certain respon- 
sibilities on th^^der ones that they might 



most of the cooking evenings and weekends. 
But my mother always worked so it was just a 
question, of degree, making sure someone was 
there to watch the younger ones. 



[reason for going] I would have to say 
primarily for a better job and secondarily 
to expand as a person, gain more self- 
confidence. She was a clerk-typist and 
because of education and high grades, she 
was able to go into a managerial position. 




not have had. 




sister had to do 
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[changed attitude toward learning] The fact 
that in her case and for most people it has 
broadened the ir knowledge and sometimes 
appreciation for the arts, being more open- 
minded. It teaches you how to reason. 

[changed grades] I would have to say that 
although she didn't have the same courses, 
it was a little embarrassing that she had a 
3.9 average and I had a 2.8. A lot of 
times, though, she would come and ask my 
help* She used to be in awe that I was in 
college and then that changed when she 
started doing well. 

Five of the six kids she raised before she 
went to college had married. At the time 
she was in, she had a teenaged daughter and 
it took a lot away from her and my father. 
She was also working 50 hours a week so it 
was hard all the way around. It didn't 
affect the other kids as much. 

With my mother going to college I began to 
appreciate her more as a person than just as 
a mother figure. We can discuss things 
more, things I never knew she knew about or 
cared about. She has gotten involved in 
quite a few civic things. 

[household chores] Mostly my sister, a 
majority of the housework and ' cooking. My 
father \ took over shopping and laundry. He 
was reoired so a little role reversing went 
on. You have to remember that she was also 
working full-time. 

I think these follow-up calls are excellent 
to get some feedback from the family. You 
*don T t have much chance to say, hey my mother 
just graduated, or this is the effect it had 
on me, what it did to my family. All in 
all, my experience with her going to school 
has been positive and hers has been very 
positive. 

* 

[before interview started] I think it's^ter- 
rific you're getting the reactions of kids. 
My mom is exceptional. I don't think I 
could have handled it as well as she did, 
although now I see that if she could do it, 
perhaps I could, too. She set such an 
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example for me and for all of us. She was 
such an exceptional student and even managed 
to spend more time with us than before, 
although it was more planned, less ' spon- 
taneous* 

[reason for going] I think it was to fulfill 
the dream she had at 18 to go to college. 
She had wanted to be a teacher, but of* 
course with the market the way it is that is 
not practical now'. But she always had that 
dream. 

[parent's college changed job goal?] Not at 
the present time. But because of what she's 
been able to accomplish and the variety of 
skills she's acquired that enlarge the range 
of her choices, I see that I can go back and 
do the same. 

[changed attitude toward learning] I think 
it's renewed my interest in school. I think 
I was getting apathetic, thinking I had gone 
as far as I wanted. But seeing what she's 
done has stirred my interest, made me want 
to expand. I think part of that is seeing 
she is so much more fulfilled'. 

I've noticed a change in the marriage. My 
mother has become more dynamic and my 
father, partly because of' health, has 
retired. They seem to have lost a common 
element. My mother goes out and pursues new 
interests while my father is content to stay 
home. My father supported my mother whole- 
heartedly, but I think sub-consciously he 
may be threatened by it. 

The household responsibilities changed. My 
mother assumed less of them and they were 
divided among other people. 

My mother's personality changed. She also 
became more assertive , not only profes- 
sionally but also in her personal life. It 
was a little hard to see Mom go through the 
metamorphosis. Sometimes I liked the ^Kay 
she used to be. She seemed a little softer. 
I think that was because she had co schedule 
her time. She became a little more selfish 
with her time. You could feel that. I kind 
of missed the old Mom sometimes. 
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I \ remember the night she graduated!. My hus- 
band and I flew up from [another state] and 
as a family we went to see her graduate. It 
was a moment of pride for all of us to be 
able to share in that. 

I can see where USWC is a positive program 
and I'm awfully glad my mother could par- 
ticipate...! can see where positive school 
experiences for parents can perpetrate posi- 
tive feelings in the kids. I've really 
enjoyed the interview. By asking some of 
the questions you did, it made 'me feel 
closer to my mom. And it's given me another 
chance to think about my goals. You asked 
r$ I wanted to go back to college, but I 
really had to think beyond a simple yes or 
no to what I really want to do. I'm glad 
you called. 
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COMPARISON OF PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S RESPONSES 



In discussing the interviews of children, comparisons 
of their responses were always made to the total sample of 
parents . This precaution was taken because di rect com- 
parisons within families are much more elusive. This is 
true for a number of reasons. 

In the first place, there are only a few child-specific 
variables in the parent quest ionnai re and only four (of 
those so far discussed) have exact parallels in the inter- 
view: grade averages, learning attitudes, and changes in 
both. Even among these, the first is Subject to error and 
the last two to different interpretations. The second, 
QtntKdL attitude. towcuid Ita/ining, has two problems 
associated with it. First, it was (for the interviews) the 
net result of a discussion with the children about, the posi- 
tive and ' negative aspects of school—and it wa^s sometimes 
field-coded. Second, older children often answered in the 
present, not according t'o how they felt while still in 
school. There some who had severe difficulties and 'negative 
reactions at that time, but now have a positive attitude. 

The second issue is the large number of variables in 
the parent questionnaire which were not child-specific. 
Some attention was paid earlier to showing that in the 
child-specific variables there was good evidence that the 
children were being distinguished from one another by their 
parents. The interviews represent the diversity among the 
siblings directly. Furthermore, not all the children in 
most families were interviewed and the "one or _ffiore 
children", specified in the questions asked the parents, and 
who were responsible for producing the "yes" answers, may 
not always been among those who were interviewed. 

Third, the key variables by which children express 
change could differ from those used by parents so that com- 
parison of cognates irrthe ~two instruments might not reveal 
similarities between parents and children. 

Finally, neither memories nor the importance given to 
events will necessarily be the same, or be expressed by the 
same standards (on a Likert scale, for example), for parents 
and children. 

These qualifying statements precede a discussion which 
may be less conclusive than heuristic for future studies by 
identifying the kinds of questions which need to be 
improved. 
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Child-Specific Variab les 

V 

The most 'objective of the child-specific variables is, 
of cou^i^ gr£de averages of the children, and agreement 
betweejjP^ents and children about those averages probably 
represents the maximum accord possible. 

The actual correlations between what the parents and 
the children answered for grade averages were 0.53, 0.47 and 
0.45 for the first, second and third children, respectively* 
While these are strong, one .might expect them to be even 
higher. Some of the divergence is explained when the asser- 
tions are crosstabulated (Table 37). All children in this 
and following tables with crosstabulat ions are grouped using 
the multiple response procedure, and parents and children 
are paired. 



Table 37 

GRADE AVERAGES OF CHILDREN: COMPARISON OF 
PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S ASSESSMENTS 



Grade Average 
According to 
Chi ldren 




Grade 
According 


Average 
to Parents 


f 


A 


B 


C 


D 


A 


52.5 


9.4 


3.6 


0 


B 


35.6 


72.9 


52.7 


33.3 


C 


11.9 


17.6 


40.0 


44.4 


D 


0 


0 


3.6 


22.2 



> 



There are two reasons apparent for the differences 
between parents and children. At one end, the children seem 
more modest than their parents. Only half the children 
claimed to be f? A ft students agree, while the others say their 
grades are lower. The reverse is true at the other end of 
the scale. Children who are fl C"--und even more, "D" (N=9)-- 
students according to their parents, claim higher averages. 

The situation for gtntn.ai attitude, towa/id school and 
ItaKn^nQ becomes even more complicated. The correlations 
between the parents 1 and children's assessments are 0.15, 
0.39 and 0.33, again by birth order. The crosstabulat ion of 
the full sample is in Table 38. 
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Table 38 

ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNING: COMPARISON OF 
PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S ASSESSMENTS 



Attitude 
Accoruing co 
Children 


Attitude 


According 


to Parents 


Excellent 


Good 


Fair 


Poor 


Very positive . 


41.3 


33.3 


37.8 


0 


> 

Mildly positive 


40.0 


37.5 


13.3 


45.5 


Neutral 


15.0 


22.2 


33.3 


36.4 


Negative . . . 


3.8 


7.0 


15.5 


18.2 



The trend to agreement is present, as predicted by the 
coefficients, but diversity shows up, especially at the low 
end of the scale where parents affirmed "fair" or "poor" 
attitudes. Of the group-labeled "fair" by the parents, 38% 
of the children said their attitudes were, in fact, very 
positive. There is similar disagreement among children said 
to have poor attitudes. It is noteworthy that the lowest 
correlation was with eldest children. As a group, they will 
have a higher average age than children in lower birth 
orders and might be expected to express their opinions using 
criteria more similar to their parents', but this group also 
includes more of those adult children who have "reformed" 
and how have more positive attitudes than when they were of 
school age. It must also be remembered that younger 
children used this question to declare all manner of 
grievances which may loom large in their daily encounter 
with school but which may not figure in*the parents' overall 
assessments. & *s 

The change variables, attitudes and grades, present a 
different picture. The correlations between the parents and 
the first three children for attitude, change* were 0.15, 
0.39 and -0.06. Those for QKadu were 0.18, 0.25 and 0.48. 
It is somewhat comforting that the gJiade. change* are consis- 
tent in direction and that, in sum, these correlations are 
greater than those for attitude, change*. Grade changes are, 
after all, more measurable. The differences in the coeffi- 
cients for attitude, change, suggest ^tjiat the parents and 
children may be giving different interpretations to this 
phrase. The two crosstabulat ions are in Table 39. In both, 
it can be seen that children distinguished by their parents 
as improved or not affected give almost identical answers. 
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Table 39 

CHANGES IN ATTITUDES AND GRADES: COMPARISON OF 
PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S ASSESSMENTS 



Change 

According to 
Children 


Change According to Parents 


Much Not 
Improved Improved Affected 


ATTITUDE TOWARD LEARNING 


Much better- . . 
» 

A little better 
Unchanged . . . 


21.3 , 9.7 10.3 

23.4 23.6 21.8 
55.3 66.7 67.8 


GRADES 


Much better . . 
A little better 
Unaffected . . 


18.2 9.5 6.7 
18.2 11.9 13.3 
63.6 73.8 80.0 
0 4.8 0.8 



Non-Specific Variables 

The results with child-specific variables hint at the 
even greater heterogeneity to be anticipated when children's 
responses are compared with the answers parents gave to 
questions which were not child-specific. The problem is to * 
determine whether children and parents give the same answers 
to parallel questions. If not, is the agreement to be found 
instead in closely related questions; or, are the key ques- 
tions by which parents and children measure change substan- 
tially different? 

Correlations between parents 1 and children's answers 
will be discussed first, and these will help to explain the 
diversity in the crosstabulat ions which follow. One dif- 
ficulty is that the focus must be on the size of the coeffi- 
cients, especially for third-born children. After discount- 
ing missing values, the maximum number in this group is 28^,- 
so that it requires a coefficient of about 0.25 to achieve 
P=0.10, and of 0.33 for P=0.05. A selection of correlations 
is in Table 40. 
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Table 40 

NON-SPECIFIC VARIABLES: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 
PARENTS' AND CHILDREN'S RESPONSES 
(Cut-in headings name parent variables) 





Birth Order 


Child Variables 

✓ 


First Second Third 



MORE PARENT-CHILD CONVERSATION ABOUT SCHOOL MATTERS 



Parent talked more about school .... 
Easier to talk about school problems 


0.14 
0.33 
0.19 


0.08 
0.18 
0.02 


0.07 
0.14 
0.38 


, WANTED TO SET AN EXAMPLE 


Think parent was setting an example . . 
Want college v more 


0.03 
0.12 


0.07 
0 


-0.22 
0.20 


WAS MORE "ABLE TO HELP WITH HOMEWORK 


Parent could help more with homework 

Think college more important to success 
Parent talked more about school .... 

Think parent was setting an example . . 


0.25 

0.08. 

0.24 

0.32 

0.32 

0.28 


0.10 
0.24 
0.12 
0.14 
0.12 
0.20 


0.09 
0.21 
0.27 
-0.20 
-0.04 
-0.22 


WANTED TO BE ABLE TO HELP WITH 


SCHOOLWORK 




Grades more important to parent .... 
Parent talked more about school .... 


0.13 
0,19 


0.14 
0.14 


-0.02 
0.05 


SCHOOL PERFORMANCE IMPORTANT TO SUCCESS IN LIFE 


Grades more important to parent .... 
Parent could help more with homework 


0.11 
0.14 - 
0.17 
0.10 


0.06 
0.09 
0.30 
0.30 


0.14 
-0.11 
0.26 
0.41 


PARENT-CHILD COMPETITION FOR GRADES 




0.08 
0.16 
0.17 


0.20 
0.20 
0.22 


0.03 
-0.04 
0.14 
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Table 40 (continued) 





Birth Order 


Child Variables 




First Second Third 



CHILDREN CARE MORE ABOUT EDUCATION 









0.12 


0.13 


-0.12 








0 


0.15 


0.09 


College important to success 






0.17 


0.02 


-0.24 


Think college more important to 


success 




0.11 


0.06 


0.03 








0.18 


0.04 


0.26 


CHILDREN'S OCCUPATIONAL GOALS 


CHANGED 










0.19 


0.19 


0.12 


Want college more 






0.27 


-0.05 


0.41 


Parent talked more about school 


• • • • 




0.24 


0.23 


0 


Think college more important to 


success 




0.21 


-0.07 


0.17 


Learning attitude changed . . # 






0.17 


0.24 


-0.09 


Reason parent went to college ■ 






0.30 


0.05 


-0.26 



The variable, mo /it patent' child talk about school mat- 
ttte , which was so important in the parent questionnaire 
does not correlate well with its replica in the interview. 
Instead, there is a much better correlation with the related 
variable, mote eaae In talking about school p/iobltm*, and 
thisrecalls that onlythe latter was a predictor for dis- 
criminating changes in attitudes and grades as reported by 
the children (Table 35). For first and third children, 
there is also a relationship between mo/ie talk by the parent 
and the tea6on* ioK which chlldten think patent* go to col- 
Itgt. Specifically, children who experienced more conversa- 
tion about educational matters are more likely to give the 
reasons, to Ita/in mote and htli-\ulilllmint , and >l^ss likely 
to say, job advancement. 

Parents vfho intended to 6tt an txampl£{ find no echo' 
that the children understood this. Rather/ their (first and 
third) children are more likely to say they ioant college, 
mote now as a result of the parent's going. 

There is agreement about help volth homaoo/ik, which 
diminishes with birth order (age), but the action of helping 
has even stronger consequences — though not always equally 
dispersed across birth order. Later-born (younger) children 
say grades improved and college U thought mote Important to 
mccei6 in all birth orders. Mo/ie talk about school and a 
betten. learning attitude are reported by eldest children, 
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and by second children to a lesser extent. Deeds also count 
in the fact that help with homework brings out the response 
in children that parents were fitting an example. Third- 
born children go aqainst the trend, however, for the last 
three variables. 

* # 

The intent alone to be better equipped to htlp with 
homework gets some response from^first and second children, 
who say there was more conver*ation and that their grade* 
improved . 

# 

The opinion of parents as to the importance, oi school 
performance does not correlate well with the children's, but 
parents who feel strongly about this apparently do something 
about it. Children say they get more homework help and that 
their grade.* improve. 

Only second children agree that there was competition 
for grade.*. A stronger response for parents who said this 
happened is that first and second children say their 
attitude* improved, and all birth orders again lean more to 
educational and personal reasons, rather than job advance- 
ment, as the primary reason the parents went to college. 

It is difficult to discover in the interviews any cog- 
nate to caning more . about tducatZon which is consistent 
across birth order and has any strength. The only one may 
be changed jo*b goal* oi the children as a result of the 
parent's college. It applies to first and third children, 
but that question was only answered positively by 15% of the 
total child sample. 
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The cognates for occupational change are related con- 
sistently in sign across birth. order. There are also cor- 
relations between the parents 1 report's of new goal* and the 
children wanting collzgt more, more talk about *chooi, 
thinking college i* more, important to *ucced* and .improved 
learning attitude* — but none of these applies to all birth 
orders. It is interesting that what parents observe as job- 
related appears in the children as a stronger desire for 
college. Eldest children also think their parents went to 
college for other than career reasons if the parent thought 
they had new job goal*. Third-born children think the con- 
trary. There is at least the sugge^ion here that this 
variable, concerned with careers," is a more sensitive 
measure of change* in learning attitude* than variables 
directly related to education. 

•A selection of crosstabulat ions, with children of all 
birth orders grouped, are in Tables 41 and 42. The limited 
agreement between cognate variables in the questionnaire and 
the interview is evident, ranging (in the column of positive 
answers) from 23.5% for job goal change* to 68.7% for help 
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tilth homzMOAk. But children also answer affirmatively quite 
often when parents do not. 



Table 41 

CROSSTABULATIONS BETWEEN PARENTS' AND 
CHILDREN'S RESPONSES I. 



Child Variables \ 


Importance to Parent 


-Not 

Very Fairly Very 


J WANTED TO SET AN EXAMPLE 


Think parent was setting an example 

Want college more 
* 


37.1 33.9' 36.4 
51.8 50.9 40.4 


SCHOOL PERFORMANCE IMPORTANT 'TO SUCCESS IN LIFE 


Parent could help more with homework 

Grades changed * 
Much better 

Unchanged 


71.1 46.0 0 

9.9 3.8 0 

15.5 7.7 0 

74.6 88.5 0 



Comparative Discriminant Analyses of Attitude Change 

The results just presented suggest that the deter- 
minants for parents' and children's responses are different. 
As a whole, children are as positive about the effects on 
them as their parents are, but agreement within families— 
between parents and offspring and among siblings—is lack- 
ing. 

One way to check the proposition that the determinants 
are different is to compare the predictors for a dependent 
variable which exists in both the parent questionnaire and 
in the interview. That is done here for change. In attitude, 
toviattd liaKnlng and, in order to have suf f ici ent numbers, it 
is confined to the eldest children in the interview sample. 

The process has three steps. First, the best' predic- 
tors of attitude change in the total sample, according to 
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Table 42 

CROSSTABULATIONS BETWEEN PARENTS' AND 
CHILDREN'S RESPONSES II. 



i 



Child Variables 


Parent ' s Answer 
yes no 


MORE PARENT-CHILD CONVERSATION ABOUT SCHOOL MATTERS 


Parent talked more about school 
True 

Easier to talk about school problems 
True 

Reason parent went to college 

Job advancement ^ 

To learn more 

Self-fulfillment 

Help children and other 


65.6 51.2 
65.9 39.5 

30.7 55.0 
36.5 25.0 
27.7 5.0 

5.1 5.0 


M.\S MORE ABLE TO HELP CHILDREN WITH HOMEWORK 


Parent could help more with homework 
True 

Think college more important to success 

More important 
.Less important 

f No change j 

Learning attitude changed 
MucnHbet<er 
A little Better 
Unchanged 


68.7 . 51.5 

36.8 19.4 
2.8 0 

" 60.4 B0 # . 6 

16.2 8.3 
26.7 13.9 
57.1 77.8 


CHILDREN'S OCCUPATIONAL GOALS CHANGED 


Job goals changed 
True 

Want college more 
True 

Learning attitude changed^ 
Much better 
A little better 
Unchanged 

Parent talked more about school 
True 


23.5 10.9 

62.3 41.9 

17.4 10.2 

27.5 19.0 
55.1 70.8 

75.0 53.0 
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parents, are tested on this smaller sample. The same vari- 
ables are then also tested for how well they predict 
attitude change according to the children . The results of 
the first step are shown in Tables 43 and 44. 2 * 



Table 43 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES OF ATTITUDE CHANGE IN ELDEST CHILDREN 
USING VARIABLES DERIVED FROM THE TOTAL PARENT SAMPLE 



Discriminating Variable 


Coefficients 
for Attitude Change 
Accordi ng to : 


Parents Children 


More parent-child talk about^school 
Job type parent thinks probabr^^+v- 
Number of children in the family 
Parent wanted to set an example . . 
Parent graduated from college . . . 


0.58 

0-70 -0.34 
. . . . -0.44 
0.46 -0.48 

-0.40 

■ 0.39 -0.69 


Canonical correlation squared . . . 


0.32 0.15 



Table 44 

CLASSIFICATION USING VARIABLES DERIVED 
FROM THE TOTAL PARENT SAMPLE 



Cases Classified by 
Whether Attitude Changed 
According to: 


Correct Classification 
of Children: 


improved not affected overall 


Parents 


81.0 66.7 74.7 


Chi ldr en 


40.0 82.. 0 66.7 

-0 



The discriminating variables obtained from the total 
parent sample retain much of their predictive ability when 
used with this smaller sample of parents. The canonical 



''Stepwise inclusion of v^frTa*bles is used for all 
analyses, and priors=size. 
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correlation squared is even higher (0.32 instead of 0.28) 
and, overall, the same percentage of cases are correctly 
classified (nearly 75% vs. 73%)', but there is less ability 
to classify cases reported as not affected.. The changes 
are that two variables, family Aize. and gKaduation, do not 
enter the equation and the magnitude of the coefficients is 
different, with p/iobab^e. job type, now most important. 

When the same (parent) variables are used to dis- 
criminate whether chi Idren say their attitude changed, the 
variable measuring mo/iz paKtnt" child talk about school does 
not enter, Kacc becomes most important and pnobabli job type, 
has the smallest coefficient, all the signs are changed and 
the canonical correlation squared drops to 0.15. Only 66.7% 
of cases, overall, are correctly classified and classifica- 
tion of children who said they improved is very poor. 

I n the second step, the best predictors of change 
according to parents of interviewed children are determined. 
Then these, too, are tested for their ability to predict 
attitude change according to the children . Potential dis- 
criminating variables were selected as usual; that is, those 
which correlated significantly (P<0.15) with how the parents 
in this reduced sample assessed attitude, change, in their 
eldest chi^ren were determined and those which intepcorre- 
lated too strongly were eliminated. Only the variables 
which entered the discriminant frnction with parents' 
assessments of attitude change as tue dependent variable 
were used to derive a function for the children's assessment 
of change — consistent with the procedure used in step one. 
The results are in Table 45. 

For the paints, nine variables entered th^e * equation . 
Only two are the same as for the total sample, though one 
other--numbe./i oi childtitn at home—resembles family tize.. 
Mo/te talk about school matte.K6 and probable, job type, for the 
children remain the best predictors, along with the numbe/t 
oh childxtn at home.. They are joined by change.d job goal* 
observed as a result of the parent's college participation. 
Interestingly, in this group of more enthusiastic parents, 
two other job variables enter: tmployme.nt xtatu* and union 
mzmbe.Ji6hip, Also present are the parents' opinions on col" 
le.ge. quality and thei r belief .about vohcthcK all the.in. 
childnin will atttnd colltge.. Finally, incKe.a*e.d Kiipict 
faoK the. patient is a predictor. The canonical correlation is 
a high 0.54. 

On the other hand, these parent questionnaire variables 
are useless for determining a discriminant function for the 
children's assessment of attitude, change. . Only change, d 
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Table 45 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS: BEST PREDICTORS OF ATTITUDE CHANGE 
REPORTED BY PARENTS OF INTERVIEWED ELDEST CHILDREN* 



Discriminating Variable 


Standardized 


Coefficient 


Number of children living at home 


-0. 


53 


More Darent~child talk ahnnt crhnnl mahhfarc 


0. 


52 


Job type parent thinks probable for child . 


0. 


51 


Parent observes occupational goal change** 


0. 


49 


Parent is a union member 


o: 


39 


Likelihood children will go to college . . 


0. 


33 


Employment status of parent 


0. 


33 


Parents believe children respect them more 


0. 


27 


Parent's opinion of state college quality . 


0. 


19 


Canonical correlation squared=0.54 







* CORRECT CLASSIFICATIONS: impr oved=92 . 3% , not 
af £ected=84.2%, overall=88 . 9% . 

"Only this variable entered the equation when groups 
were defined by the children's reports of changed attitude 
toward learning. Its coefficient is, therefore, 1.0. 



occupational goa&6, as seen by the parent, enters. 30 The 
canonical correlation* squared is just 0.02. For the 
parents* statements of attitude, changt , classification of 
improved, not affected and total cases is excellent. For 
the children's, the classification functions correctly iden- 
tify all not affected cases, but the functions have merely 
put all cases into that category. 

The third step, of course, is to find out which parent 
variables are, in fact, the' best predictors of attitude 
change reported by the children. From a list of thirteen 
which correlate with this dependent variable (P£0.15) f the 
five which remain after stepwise inclusion are shown in 
Table 46. Three are demographic, and, of the two related to 
college attendance, a longer pttiiod oi tn/tollmcni seems to 
imply less changt o& attitude. Also, race reverses its 
usual sign. - These anomalies may be clarified by the fact 
that the classification functions are much more adept at 
placing unaffected cases than those in fc which attitude 

v> 



3 °When the direct method was used, all variables 
entered the discriminant function — by def i n i t ion—but the 
canonical correlation squared was only 0.06. 
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improved. The canonical correlation squared for the func- 
tion iS^ a modest 0.23 

Table 46 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS: BEST PARENT VARIABLES WHICH PREDICT 
ATTITUDE CHANGE REPORTED BY ELDEST CHILDREN* 







Standardized 




Discriminating Variable 


Coef f ic ient 


Sex of 




0.66 


Race 




-0.60 


Length 




-0.56 


Wanted 


to be able to help with schoolwork 


-0.52 


Number 


of children living at home .... 


-0.39 


Canonical correlation squared=0.23 





* CORRECT CLASSIFICATIONS: bet ter = 51 . 3% , 

unchanged=86.8%, overa 11=73 .4% 



All this evidence points to the possibility that 
parents and children mean different things* when they declare 
a change in attitude toward learning. It may be, however, 
that the "wrong" dependent variable from the interviews was 
selected to be compared with the parent dependent variable. 
If this is true, the "correct" variable has not been found; 
that is, the best predictors for attitude, change from the 
sample of parents whose chi Idren were interviewed were 
tested as discriminators for thirteen other dependent vari- 
ables in the interview and no canonical correlation squared 
exceeded 0.14 — except for wanting collzgi'moKz (0.18). A 
gjizattM dz6ilt &Q1 colltgz is a respectable surrogate for a 
changed attitude touoahd XtaKnlng, and it is worth noting 
tha t the other var iables whose canonical cor relat ions 
squared hovered around 0.14 all dealt with parent-child 
interact i on : moKz talk y about 6chool , eahleK talk about 
school problem*, moKt help with homework , competition ioK 
gtiade* and the feeling the parent was trying to *et an 
example . 3 1 

A perusal of the parents' comments helps to explain 
differences with the children. In that section of this 
report, one parent was quoted who vividly described the com- 



31 This is not to imply that all nine variables in the 
list entered each of the functions for these dependent vari- 
ables. 



9 

ERLC 



142 

J So 



petitive spirit which prevailed around studies within the 
family, but both his interviewed children answered ff no ff to 
the question about a contest for grades. And the pajrent who 
recounted the tantrums which issued from his frustrations 
with college can take comfort in\the fact that his children 
did not exhibit even a hint of th^t tension. These com- 
parisons will not be treated in detail here. It suffices to 
say that when the experience is past, each version of what 
was important is a matter of individual taste and memory. 



Lest the impression be left chat nothing the children 
say can be predicted from the parents' answers, wanting col- 
lege, molt is at least one exception. The discriminating 
parent variables which do this are in Table 47. [ 



Table 47 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS: BEST PARENT VARIABLES WHICH 
PREDICT WHETHER ELDEST CHILDREN WANT COLLEGE MORE* 



Canonical correlation squared=0.34 



— * CLASSIFICATION RESULTS: yes=77.3%, no=72.9%, over- 



Discriminating Variable 



Standardi zed 
Coef f ic ient 



Number of children in family 

Parent's opinion of local school quality . 
Parent's opinion of state college 'quality 
Parents opinion of school financial needs 

Age of child 

Parent wanted to set an example 

Parent thinks grades improved 

Parent observed occupational goal change . 
Sex of parent ; . . 



0.65 
-0.54 
0.53 
-0.50 
-0.49 
0.28 
0.26 
0.43 
0.35 



all=75.0% 
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OCCUPATIONAL PREFERENCES AND PROBABILITIES 



The Parent Questionnaire 

Only brief reference has been made to the questions 
parents were asked about the job categories they pKt^zKfizd 
and thought pAobabit for their children. In . this section, 
those responses will be considered in detail, for their 
intrinsic interest and because they are related to college 
attendance in several respects. 

Table 11 showed , separately, job preferences and 
probabilities. The starting point for the discussion here 
is Table 48, which is a crosstabulat ion of pfiobdbJili.tlz^ by 
pn.zizn.tnct 6 representing combined data . on over 1,500 
children. The advantage of this table is that it shows what 
categories of jobs parents think children who do not achieve 
(or who exceed) preferences will have. For example, of the 
few parents who prefer the unskilled category, over 70% 
think they will be correct (perhaps the preference is a 
prediction), while those who prefer skilled trades believe 
their children will often not make this grade, * 

There are many insignificant correlations between the 
career Variables and others in the questionnaire, but these 
only mask the interesting results obtained when focussing on 
the professional category alone. Nearly all of this discus- 
sion will be based upon the three figures underlined in 
Table 48: the total percentage .of children in any sample for 
whom the professional category of job is preferred, the 
total percentage of children for whom that is considered 
probable and the percentage of children preferred profes- 
sional for whom that category is probable ( the success 
ratio) . These figures will be seen to vary, sometimes 
together, sometimes independently of each other. 

First, to introduce the series of observations, a dif- 
ferent breakdown will be more illustrative. Table 49 is 
concerned with sex stereotyping and it shows, separately, 
the job preferences and probabilities parents have for their 
male and female children, controlled for age. 

Quite clearly, males have the advantage in their 
parents' eyes, for professional careers — both in preference 
and probability. What is interesting is that the two sexes 
start off equally (ages 0~5), Is this because parents don't 
make these distinctions between sexes for very young 
children, or because this group is benefitting from the 
changes in social mores? As one might expect, the per- 
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♦ Table 48 

JOB CATEGORIES PARENTS PREFER AND THINK PROBABLE FOR THEIR CHILDREN 



Probable 
Category 


Preferred Category 


Unskilled, 
Semi-skilled 


Skilled 


Clerical 


Sales , 
Service 


Technical 


Prof ess ional 


Total- 


Un/Semi-skilled 


71.4 


30.7 


9.7 


3.6 


4.7 


4.2 


7.8 


Skilled .... 


14.3 


47.9 


2.2 


3.6 


8.4 


12.2 


13.7 


Clerical . . . 


0 


5.0 


65.6 


7.1 


21.2 


9.4, 


15.5 


Sales/Service . 


0 


3.6 


6.5 


71.4 


4.9 


4.5 


5.8 


Technical . . . 


14.3 


7.1 


12.9 


14.3 


55.4 


24.3 


30.1 


Professional 


0 


5.7 


3.2 


0 


5.4 




27 .1 




















0.9 


9.3 


6.2 


1.9 


26.9 


54.9 


100.0 
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Table 49 

PROFESSIONAL JOB PREFERENCES AND 



PROBABILITIES 


FOR 


CHILDREN 


BY AGE AND 


SEX 




Sex of 
Children 






Age 


Groups 




o- 


-5 


6-11 


12-17 


18-23 



PROFESSIONAL CATEGORY PREFERRED 



Male 




65.0 


68.4 


54.8 


42.9 


Female 




64.3 


47.1 


45.1 


30.6 




PROFESSIONAL 


CATEGORY 


PROBABLE 




Male 




30.2 


30. 1 


33 .2 


26.2 


Female 




34.8 ■ 


18.6 


22.5 


22.5 



centages decline with age as preferences and expectations of 
a professional life are adjusted to reality when the working 
years approach, but males do not decline so quickly and 
their divergence from females begins with the 6-11 age 
bracket • 

Table 50 , which summarizes most of the occupational 
data, begins with a further examination of stereotyping, 
showing how fathers and mothers rate the prospects of " their 
male and" female children. Fathers clearly show a stronger 
preference for professional jobs for their sons and think 
that, overall, they will be more successful at reaching that 
category, but they give roughly equal chances of success to 
those sons and daughters whom they prefer to be profes- 
sionals. Mothers have equal preferences by sex but see 
their daughters as more successful. It must be cautioned 
that because there are few women in the sample, they speak 
for only 143 children, men for 1,433. 

Fathers see their sons who are preferred professional, 
but won 1 1 succeed , as likely to have technical (21%) or 
skilled trades (21%) jobs, while their daughters in the same 
situation will get technical (29%) or clerical (22%) posi- 
tions. Mothers are more likely to think their sons 
'(preferred professional, but not succeeding) will become 
technicians (27%) and less likely to become skilled workers 
(16%), while they place daughters in technical (28%) or 
service (8%) posi t ions- -and only 5% in clerical. 
i\ 

Parents who have graduated from USWC have higher 
aspirations for their children than non-graduates, and think 



146 

i5 j 



Table SO 

PREFERENCE AND PROBABILITY FOR THE PROFESSIONAL JOB CATEGORY 



Parent 
Character 1st tc 


Child 
Character ist Ic 

I 


Total % Professional: Probable 

Professional 

\ Preferred 

Preferred Probable Professional 


BY SEX OF PARENTS ANfl SEX OF CHILDREN 


Male . ... 

Male 

Female 

Fema 1 e 


Male 
Fema le 

Male 
Fema le 


614 30 i 4 45 5 
46 2 22.2 43 6 

58 4 27.3 44 4 
59 .1 34 8 53 8 


PARENTS ARE GRADUATES OF THE COLLEGE 


NO 

Yes 




516 23 2 40.2 
60.7 34 1 53 5 


JOB CATEGORY OF PARENTS 


Whi te col lar . 

Blue col lar . . . , . 




6 1.6 318 47 8 
51.2 24.3 43 3 


V GRADUATION STATUS AND OOB CATEGORY OF PARENTS 


Non-graduate 

Whi te col lar . . 
8 lue col lar 

Graduate 

Vhl to collar 
Blue col lar 




62 1 X 27 7 39.5 
47 8 214 40 2 

613 35 4 .54 9 
62 2 34 0 51 5 


RACE OR ETHNICITY 


Black . . 
European* . , 
White ... 




54 .9 26 4 41 .7 
63 1 33 8 51 4 
53.4 26,9 46 5 

55 3 27.7 46 7 


RACE AND CHILDREN'S SEX 


Bl ack 
Non-black 


Male 
Fema le 

Male 
Fema le 


60 4 28 2 42 2 
48 8 24 .4 40 3 

62 2 31.1 46 6 
47 3 2\ A 46 0 
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Table 50 (continued) 
^ , 









Total */, Professional* 


Probable 


Parent 




Child 










Profess ional 


Character 1st ic 




Character 1st ic 










Preferred 








Preferred 


Probable 


Prof ess ional 


*» 




JOB CATEGORY AND CHILDREN'S SEX 










White collar . . 




Male 


65 


1 


34 


6 


48 


8 






Femal e 


56 


,4 


29 


0 


47 


.3 


Blue col lar 




Male 


59 


5 


27 


7 


43 


1 






Female 


42 


.0 


19 


2 


40 


.9 


UNION MEMBERSHIP 


No 






62 


.3 


34 


4 


* 51 


3 


Yes . 






50 


7 


23 


3 


4 1 


.4 






CHILDREN'S GRADE AVERAGES 
















68 


.2 


44 


3 


62 


.G 






B 


56 


5 


26 


9 


4 2 


4 






c 


37 


,4 


10 


9 


25 


5 


RACE/ETHNICITY AND CHILDREN'S GRADE AVERAGES 


Black 




A 


68 


9 


35 


6 


45 


2 • 






B 


. 63 


.7 


36 


3 


50 


0 






C 


34 


9 


13 


3 


27 


6 


European 




A 


.78 


3 


53 


3 


66 


0 






B 


6*1 


3 


32 


5 


48 


1 






c 


37 


3 


9 


Q 


21 


1 


White 




A 


66 


8 


44 


9 


65 


6 






B 


51 


6 


23 


9 


40 


2 






C 


40 


3 


1 1 


5 


28 


6 




PARENTS' JOB CATEGORY A NO 


CHILDREN 


S GRADE 


AVERAGES 


/ 




Whi to col lar . . . . 




A 


75 


0 


50 


8 


65 


6 






B 


6t 


6 


29 


9 


42 


8 






C 


45 


t 


14. 


2 


' 29 


4 


Blue col lar 




A 


63 


4 


39 


4 


59 


5 






B 


54 


0 


25 


4 


42 


4 






4 C 


33 


5 


9 


4 


22 


8 



10 1 



( 

Table 50 (continued) 



Parent * 
Character 1st ic 


Child 
Character i s t ic 


Total "A Professional 
Preferred Probabl e 


Probable 
Profess ional 

Prof erred 
Prof ess iona 1 


CHILDREN'S SEX AND GRAOE AVERAGES 






Male 


60 


0 


30 


5 


47 








A 


8G 


0 


56 


6 


65 


. 8 






B 


65 


1 


33 


3 


4G 


3 






C 


•12 


7 


14 


0 


28 


9 






Foma 1 e 


.17 


1 


23 


0 


4 1 


8 






A 


55 


0 


35 


4 


58 


4 






B 


06 


3 


19 


0 


35 


3 






C 


27 


8 


5 


6 


1G 


7 


- 




LEARNING ATTITUDE 


CHANGE AND GRADES 














Much improved 


58 


6 


40 


2 


65 


7 






A 


75 


0 


55 


8 


' 71 


8 






B 


54 


4 


40 


5 


69 


8 






C 


36 


7 


16 


7 


45 


5 






Improved 


55 


4 


3 1 


6 


52 


7 






A 


65 


2 


52 


2 


76 


7 






B 


CO 


3 


32 


4 


48 


8 






C 


34 




1 1 


4 


26 


7 






Not af fee tod 


53 


3 


2 1 


4 


3C 


3 






A 


67 


5 


35 


0 


5 


9 






B 


54 


5 


2 1 


4 


33 


A 


i 




. C 


39 


2 


9 


6 


2 1 


5 




REACTION TO PARENT IN COLLEGE 


AND GRADES 














Very pos i t i ve 


54 


1 


35 


2 


63 


o 






A 


67 


8 


52 


9 


76 


8 


i 




B 


55 


6 


32 


0 


55 


3 




'C 


30 


3 


15 


2 


45 


o 






Pos \ t i ve 


54 


4 


28 


0 


45 


6 






A 


67 


9 


45 


9 


62 


2 






B 


55 


7 


29 


5 


46 


9 






C 


38 


3 


1 1 . 


3 


25 


o 






No react ion 


53 


3 


18 




30 


6 






A 


67 


6 


30 


9 


45 


7 






B 


56. 


3 


17 . 


2 


24 


5 






C 


39 


8 


8 


2 


17 


9 



r 



o 
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Table 50 (continued) 



Parent 
Character i st ic 


Child 
Character*ist ic 


Total % Professional ■ Probable 

Professional 

Preferrod 

Preferred Probable Professional^ 


NON-GRADUATES OF USWC ■ BY SPOUSE'S EDUCATION 


Some high school . . . 

High school 

Some col lege 

Col lege degree 




43 5 17 4 38 3 
50 0 22 0 37 5 
56 1 ' 28.6 47.3 
63 9 32 8 46 2 


GRADUATES OF USWC ( NO POST -CACHE LOR ' S STUDY) BY SPOUSE'S EDUCATION 


Some high school 

High school 

Some col lege . . . 
Col leqe degree . . . . . 




54 2 22 0 40 6 
56 6 33.0 57 3 
62 0 36 0 53,2 
65.4 40.7 58 5 


GRADUATES ONLY. GREATEST BENEFIT OF DEGREE 


Satisfaction 

Use for graduate studies 
Job credent ial 




63 4 4 1.5 615 
67 2 34 4 51 2 
52 8 28 1 48 9 


GRADUATES ONLY. NEW JOB E XPECTFO/HAPPENEO AS A RESULT OF DEGREE 


Expected 
Yes 

No . . . 

tjfappened 

. \ ves . 
NO . 




63 8 32 2 49 *5 

58 3 39,6 65 4 

59 6 33 7 53 2 
62 1 35.6 57.3 


V 

CHILDREN CARE MOrfE ABOUT EDUCATION 




Yes 
No 


53 7 31 8 " 54^5 

54 6 22.4 37 3 


CHILDREN CHANGED CAREER GOALS BECAUSE OF PARENT'S COLLEGE 




Y,es 
No 


54 6 30 9 53.8 
54*1 25 5 42 .7 



•People could check, "European (e.g , Polish, Italian)", or. "White, and I claim no eth- 
nic background* 4 



them more" likel^ to succeed. White collar workers express 
the same sentiments, compared to blue collar workers, what 
.is more interesting is that the white collar/blue collar 
difference is virtually erased amopg graduates. It should 
also be noted that where there is a spread between white and 
blue collar workers, it is' mainly confined to t overall 
preferences and pr obabi 1 i t i es for professional jobs . The 
gap between them is narrower for the chances of success of 
those children preferred professional. 

Union members express lower preferences and 
probabilities than non-union workers, but this is not just a 
reflection of job category since unionized white collar and 
blue collar employees have about the same percentages on all 
three measures (not shown). 

It was remarked much earlier that blacks and non-blacks 
manifest the same aspirations and expectations for their 
children to have professional careers. Here, it is seen 
that blacks are slightly less confident of the success of 
the specific children preferred to be professional than are 
non-blacks, but it is the similarities which retain atten- 
tion for what they say about the perceptions of social 
change in recent years. 

Note, too, that people who chose to identify themselves 
as European ethnics, rather than as "white", express greater 
aspirations and expectations for their children in the world 
of work. 

The sex stereotyping for occupation occurs among blacks 
and non-blacks, although it seems a little less for blacks-- 
and among white and blue collar workers, though less for 
white collar. 

When one v looks at the relationship between children's 
grade averages and the job prospects parents see , the 
decline of chances withgrades is almost drastic. Even a 
W B" student has lost considerable ground, and "C" students 
don't have much hope. Not only do probabilities decrease, 
but parents adjust their preferences as well, 

Table 51 shows the details of ,the grade phenomenon by 
age, where the most compelling data are in the 0-5 group. 
Because age groups were calculated using year of birth, 75 
children were placed in that first bracket who had apparent- 
ly already started school. Of thpse, 18 were "A" students 
and 51 had "B" averages. What is surprising i^s the decrease 
in preference and probability for professional jobs for 
these young children across the two grade averages. "he 
numbers are too small to be conclusive, but the trend is for 
parents to adjust the career prospects of their children 
even at the first grade. If this is true, parents are act- 
ing even earlier than school systems in countries which 
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track children at early adolescence/^ and one wonders if 
tjiere is any behavioral manifestation of the level of the 
parents* aspirations which the children' might detect. 



Table 51 

PROFESSIONAL JOB PREFERENCES AND PROBABILITIES 
FOR CHILDREN BY GRADE AVERAGE AND AGE 



Grade 
Average 


Age Group 


0-5 6-11 12-17 18-23 


PROFESSIONAL CATEGORY PREFERRED 


A 
B 

C 

i 


83.3 66.1 70.8 53.5 
68.6 60.3 52.0 42.2 
.... 41.3 36.3 24.2 


PROFESSIONAL CATEGORY PROBABLE 


A 
B 
C 


55.6 37.4 53.8 44.2 
26.0 24.2 ' 30.1 30.1 
9.0 15.4 6.9 



In the 0-5 age group there are 18 "A ,! * stu- 
dents, 51 "B" students and, 6 with ,! C" averages. 



Returning to Table 50, a series of crosstabulat ions 
were performed seeking the factors which might "save" the 
children from the outlook posed by lower grades. Looking at 
race and ethnicity, blacks do not seem to diminish the 
prospects for their children because they have !, B" , instead 
of "A", averages as non-blacks do. Being a child of a white 
collar or blue collar worker, however, does not make any 
difference; children of both show the gap in prospects 
according to grades. Neither is there any advantage to 
being a male or female child so far as the descent in job 
outcomes between "A" and "B" grades but, whatever the grade 
level, males always have superior chances to females. 

e Two college-related variables do, however, have an" 
ameliorating" effect: change. in attitu.de. toioatid learning and 
taction to the. patient going to college.. Attitude change as 
a rfesult of the parent's college attendance does not change 
the preferences parents have and it does not close the gap 
between "A" and "B" students, but both "B" and ?C" students 
have greater probabilities and higher success ratios (if 
preferred professional) in proportion to -^the degree of 
attitude change. The same relationships hold^for the reac- 
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tion to the parent in college, and with even more 
regularity. 

This study has focussed on how adult participation in a 
particular program has affected children, and it has ignored 
the total educational background of parents. Information on 
spoused education was gathered, but there were no meaning- 
ful correlations discovered — except with children's 
occupational possibilities. The table shows that both the 
preferences and the probabili t ies for children having 
professional careers increase with the educational attain- 
ment of the spouse of the USWC student. Furthermore, the 
percentageat each level of education of the spouses of USWC 
graduates is higher than the corresponding level for spouses 
of non-graduates. It is as if there is a Cumulative effect 
of both parents 1 educations. There are similar increases in 
the success ratio within and between groups of graduate and*"' 
non-graduate parents, but they haven't the same regularity. 

Advantage was taken of the availability of the survey 
of graduates, previously mentioned, to test two other vari- 
ables. When graduates were asked to name the mott important 
btnt^it o& thtin de^/iee, three answers were given in sig- 
nificant numbers. Two had to do with education, personal 
satisfaction and the possibility for advanced studies, and 
the third was the degree's value for job purposes. It is 
interesting that people who cited the first two reasons had 
higher career aspirations and expectations for their 
children than people who chose the career option for declar- 
ing the worth of their own college education. 

Graduates were also asked whether certain career chan- 
ges were expected and kapptntd as a result of earning a 
degree, one of * hich was getting a different job. Keeping 
in mind that this sample of parents feels strongly that col- 
lege education is important for success, it is again 
noteworthy that whether or not higher education was expected 
to, or did,, change their own jobs, the possibilities seen 
for children to have professional careers are similar — and 
is even seen as a bit better by parents who did not 
anticipate, or who did not get, a new job themselves. 

Finally, two other college-related questions are tested 
with the occupational variables, whether children caKt moKZ 
about education and whether they hav6 ntu) occupational 
goat*, both as results of the parents' participation in col- 
lege. In both cases, parents have the same preferences for 
professional careers whether the questions were answered 
"yesy or "no", but the probabilities are higher if the 
answer to either question was "yes". 

\ 
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Discriminant Analyses of Probable Job Category 

The preceding discussion was limited to one job 
category, professional, and results were controlled for no 
more than two variables at a time. It is also of interest 
to do a multivariate analysis and to include the rest of the 
career hierarchy. Other limitations are required or were 
imposed in order to accomplish this using the discriminant 
procedure . ' 

« 

Statistical analysis, other than crosstabulat ion , can 
only be performed separately on each birth order because 
cases are parents—not children — in the questionnaire, and 
this reduces numbers. Also, very few children were expected 
to have unskilled or service type jobs and the skilled and 
clerical slots tended to be filled by males and females, 
respectively. Together, \hese facts mean that four 
categories suffer from both small numbers and bimodal dis- 
tribution. The solution was to make a trichotomous depend- 
ent variable of p/iobablc job ca.tcgo/iie.6: professional, tech- 
nical and "other" — the last being a combination of 
unskilled, skilled, clerical and service. 

The second restriction was to limit the analysis to 
children between the ages of six and seventeen, eliminating 
those who may already have defined an occupation and those 
too young to provide information on school performance. 
Finally, only eldest and second-born children were studied. 
The respective N's were 359 and 262. 

It seems reasonable that a parent's choice of probable 
job type would be influenced by the characteristics of the 
child (intelligence and academic ability, age, sex, 
professed occupational desires), by psychological charac- 
teristics of the parent (what is valued as important to suc- 
cess), demographic and socioeconomic features of the family 
(race, parents education and occupation) and interaction 
(such as communication about schoolwork) . The questionnaire 
has measures about most of these, though it does not ask 
what parents believe to be the career goals of their 
chi ldren. 

A series of bivariate correlatic s were run with 
pAobablt job cattgoKy dependent. While ti^se are not dis- 
played here, it is worth commenting on variables which were 
not significantly related to job type but were important in 
the analysis of attitude, and g/tadc changi* and of whether 
children cant mono, about education* 

Most notably, neither mo/tc patient- child talk about 
school nor mo/it help with homcvoo/tk were associated with 
pAobablt job cattQOKy in either birth order. This was true 
despite the fact that pnobablc job cattgoKy itself was 
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strongly associated with attitude, and gKade change*. > 2 It 
had been surmised that more interaction around education 
would be an indication of greater interest in school on the 
part of children which might lead parents to reassess job 
possibilities. While the first link holds, interaction and 
school-related changes, the second does not. 

The numbiK oh child Kin in the family was also a dis- 
criminator of attitude and gKade change in some cases, but 
the relationship between numbeK oh chlldKtn and pKobable job 
catcgo/iy was not linear for eldest children and was 
„ negligible for second children. When, however, numbe^K oh 
chlldKcn and job catcgoKy oh the paKtnt were combined into 
one variable, the effects of job category alone were accen- 
tuated. This relationship is shown for eldest children in 
Table 52. The combined variable, which may reflect finan- 
cial status or pressure, seems to have less influence on 
blue collar than on white collar workers. 



Table 52 

PROBABLE CAREERS OF CHILDREN: INTERACTION OF 
FAMILY SIZE AND PARENT'S JOB CATEGORY 



Parent's Job 
Category 


Number of 
Children 


-3 

Probable Job 


Category 


Other 


Techn i„cal 

r 


Professional 


White coilar 


£2 


22.6 


44.1 . 


33.3 




>3 


40.8 


30.6 


28.6 


Blue collar 


£2 


47.0 


32.1 


21.0 




>3 


51.4 


25.7 


22. 9 



The ages of children and race might be expected to play / 
a role in the job categories parents think probable and so^ 
they were used in the discriminant analyses, but , in 
reality, the relationships were weak. 

Independent variables with significant association to 

pKobable job cattgoKy were located and those which intercor- 

related too strongly were eliminated in order to avoid 
redundancy — as before. 



3a While helping ttilth homewoKk does not appear in all 
tables for previous discriminant analyses, this was general- 
ly because it correlated so strongly with moKe talk about 
school that it was not ertered into the function. 
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Interpretation of discriminant analysis with a 
tr ichotomous dependent variable is more difficult than with 
a dichotomous one. This is because two functions are 
derived, independent of each other, and the second may not 
add a statistically significant amount of discriminating 
♦power — in which case, it may even be dropped from considera- 
tion. It is sometimes possible to "name" the functions 
according to the variables in them with the highest coeffi- 
cients. For example, one function may be strong in 
socioeconomic variables and the other in variables 
representing another factor. The contribution of a function 
can be determined by the size of its canonical correlation 
and the associated chi square. 

These data on p/iobablz job catzgo/iy of children were 
analyzed in several ways on both birth orders (first and 
second). The list of associated independent variables were 
entered into the discriminant function by the direct and by 
the stepwise methods. Since pxz^ZKKzd job catzgomj was one 
of the predictors, the analyses were also repeated with this 
variable omitted (only by the direct method). Table 53 com- 
bines all the results. 

Using the direct method on eldest children, function 1 
accounts for much more variance (29%) than function 2 (4%), 
and the latter function is barely significant at the 0.05 
level (p=^0.0508). The two variables contributing most to 
the first function are p/LCfie/tAed job ca£zgo/iy and children's 
g/iadz ave/tage. To a lesser extent, the parent's judgement 
of what is probable \s influenced by the chJLZd* 6 6zx and the 
perception of whether a£t<L£udz tovoatid IzomnJing ha* changed 
as a result of the parent's college attendance. The first 
three of these variables also dominate the second function, 
joined by ^potue' 6 education, with all four having about 
equal weight, repeating in a sense that parents take their 
cues from their own preferences, the children's school per- 
formance and the children's sex. 

For second children, g/iadz avzfiagz and ptizhztinzd job 
catzgotiy were again the best predictors, followed by 
attJLtudz changz. SpouAZ 1 6 zducatlon is important in the 
first function, but the chJLld 1 6 4ex is not. The canonical 
correlation squared for the first function, is 0.30, about 
the same as for eldest children, but this time the second 
function also adds a significant amount of discriminating 
power, accounting for 14% of variance. The second function 
is primarily measuring the influence of children's sex on 
the parents' choice, followed at some* distance by the 
parent's job category and race. 

Using the stepwise method, the conclusions about best 
oredictors remain essentially the same. For both first and 
second children, the variables with the largest coefficients 
are the pfitizfiKzd job catzgotiy and gxadz avz/iagz, with 
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Table 53 

DISCRIMINANT ANAuYSES OF PROBABLE JOB CATEGORY 



Dtscr imlnat iny Var tables 



Parent's job category . . . 
Level of spouse's education 
Graduate of the college . . 



Race 



Learning attitude Improved 
Grade average ....... 

Job category preferred . . 
Age group (6-11 or 12-17) . 



Sex of child 



Canonical correlation squared 



Standardized Coefficients 
preferred Job category included 
(preferred Job category excluded) 



Olrtn Order 



First 



Method 



Direct 



Stepwise 



Funct ion 



Funct Ion 



one 



0. 18 
(0.32) 

-0.04 
(-0. 14) 

-0.07 
(-0. 11) 

0.06 
(0.05) 

0.32 
(0.39) 

0.55 
(0.79) 

-0.60 



-0.05 
(0) 

0.39 
(0.46) 



0.29 
(0.21) 



two 



two 



0.24 
(-0. 13) 



0. 19 



0.36 



-0.41 

(0.38) 

-O. 19 ..... 
(O. 19) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.12 ' 0.35 
(0.29) 

0.45 0.54 
(-0. 13) 

0.39 -0.60 



0.33 
(-0.36) 

-0.40 
(0.65) 



0.39 



-0. 14 



0.69 



0.39 



-0.49 



0.0^ 
(O.94) 



0.30 



0. 13 



Second 



Method 



Direct 



Stepwise 



Funct Ion 



Funct ion 



one 


two 


0.04 
(0.12) 


0. 33 
(-0. 32) 


-0.26 
(-0.35) 


"0.00 
(-0. 10) 


-0. 1 1 
(-0.12) 


0. 20 
(-0.24) 


0. 1 1 
(0.19) 


0. 27 
(-0. 22) 


0.36 
(0.33) 


-0.11 
(0. 17) 


0.63 
(0.85) 


0. 12 
(0. 14) 


-0.58 


0. 17 



-O. 14 
(-0.11) 

0.02 
(-0.03) 



0.09 
(-0. 12) 

-0.87 
(0.93) 



0.04 



0.30 
(0.23) 



0. 14 
(0. 14) 



0.30 



two 



-0.28 0. 13 



0.43 0. 13 
0.59 -0.12 
-0.60 -0.16 



0.93 



0. 13 
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attitadt change, at a lower level, 6tx still important for 
eldest but not second-born children, and job cattgony oi tht 
pantnt a predictor for eldest children and seemingly 
replaced by apoiue'-d education for second children (first 
function). Both job cattgony and 6pou6t' 6 education can be 
thought of as indicators of socioeconomic status, Gnadt 
avtnagt is the main variable in the second function for 
eldest children, while 6tx is for second children. 

The single best predictor of pnobablt job cattgony is 
the cattgony pn.titnn.td by parents, but it is not very 
descriptive since so little is known about its determinants 
(although it, too, is related to grade average). To see 
whether the results might be different, the analyses were 
rerun without this variable. 

The main differences without the job cattgony pntitnntd 
for eldest children are that gnadt avtnagt is relatively 
stronger in the first function and the coefficient for the 
pantnt' 6 job cattgony also increases, &tx becomes the best 
discriminator in the second function and gnadt avtnag f t there 
is much diminished, and the canonical correlation squared 
for the first function is eight points lower (but unchanged 
for the second function). 

Parental preference may play less of a role in the 
probabilities, for second children since the magnitudes of 
the coefficients in the two functions a^re similar, with and 
without the pntitnntd cattgony variable, except that gnadt 
avtnagt in the first function is substantially larger. 
/ Despite the absence of major changes, the canonical correla- 

tion squared for the first function dropped from 0.30 to 
0.23, but remained the same for the second function. 



The resultsiof classification for both birth orders, by 
both methods of variable inclusion, and with or without 
pntitnntd job catzgony present in the discriminant function, 
are shown in Table 54. 

With the pntitnntd cattgony included, classification is 
better for second children than for eldest and the direct 
method results in a higher percentage of cases being cor- 
rectly classified than the stepwise method. Prediction is 
very poor for placing eldest children in the techn ical 
group. One reason for the differences by birth order could 
be that sex of the children provides a statistically sig- 
nificant second function for the second-born, but not the 
eldest, children. Examination of the sex composition as 
parents placed children into the three pVobable job groups 
showed that for eldest children the "other" and technical 
categories were both about 55% female, compared r to only 
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Table 54 

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS : PROBABLE JOB CATEGORY OF CHILDREN* 



Birth 
Order 


Method 


Correct Classification 


Other Technical Professional Overall 


PREFERRED JOB CATEGORY INCLUDED 


Fififcst 
Second 


Direct 
Stepwise 

Direct 
Stepwise 


61.9 34.5 74.2 56.0 

63.1 36.7 67.3 55.4 

b9.7 63.5 60.9 65.6 

67.2 53.2 56.9 60.4 


PREFERRED JOB CATEGORY EXCLUDED 


First 
Second 


Direct 
Di rect 


67.3 29.8 53.8 51.4 

71.4 60.0 52.2 63.1 



"It was speci f ied that the classification 
procedure use the group covariance matrices of the 
canonical discriminant functions rather than the pooled 
within-group covariance matrices because the covariance 
matrices for the three groups differed significantly 
from each other . 



about one-third females in the professional category. > In 
contrast, second-born children were one-third female in the 
"other" and professional categories, but 74% female in the 
technical category, thus demonstrating sex as a more power- 
ful discriminator of probable job category among second-born 
than among eldest children. 

r 

Interviews of Children 

Children were also asked their preferred and probable 
occupations, but because many of them were young it was 
thought better to have them choose from lists of jobs rather 
than to name categories. Three lists were prepared, each 
containing a sample occupation from the sioc categories, 
unskilled to professional. These are shown irpTable 55. 

For each list, the children were asked lo pick the job 
they would like to have if there were a free choice, the job 
they thought they could probably achieve, the job their 
(student) parent would like them to have if there were a 
free choice and the job their parent would believe it pos- 
sible for thern to achieve. The multiple response procedure 
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Table 55 

OCCUPATIONAL LISTS IN THE CHILD* INTERVIEWS 



Category* 


t^St 1 


List 2 


List 3 


Unskilled/semi -ski lied 


factory wotker 


auto mechanic 


bus driver 




electrician 


jewelry maker 


dressmaker/tailor 




letter carrier 


bank teller 


bill collector 




barber/hai rdres^er 


policeman/woman 


restaurant cook 




hospital laboratoW 
technic ian \ 


computer operator 


physical therapist 




social worker 


\^ lawyer _ v 


pharmacist 



\ 

*The order of the categories was different in x ejach list as presented in the inter- 
views. \ 
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was used to combine the^answers from the three lists and the 
results are in Table 56. 

The percentages for the total sample resemble those 
given by the parents, although more children are willing to 
choose unskilled or semi-skilled jobs and their preferences 
for the professional category are not nearly so high as 
their parents 1 . The children also see- their expectations 
falling short of their aspirations and they recognize that 
their parent s 1 aspi rati ons are higher for them than their 
own. The combined technical and professional preferences of 
the children represent 62% of the responses, while the same 
combination represents 73% of their responses about their 
parents 1 preferences. (In the parent questionnaire, this 
combination accounted for 82% of answers.) The children 
also see the parents' expectations for them as greater than 
their own. In fact, the percentage probabilities for* tech- 
nical and professional categories which they impute to their 
parents are almost identical to those in the parent ques- 
tionnaire (see, Table 48). The children also seem to know 
their ^ parents 1 aversion to service jobs, the -preference for 
such jobs they assign to their parents being less than half 
of their own. 

The interviewers reported that the younger children 
were somewhat haphazard in their choices and perhaps did not 
grasp the conventional wisdom that the lists were a gradient 
from less desirable to more desirable jobs. In that case, 
it is hard to understand the uniformity across age groups. 
Adult children have somewhat greater preference for a 
professional career, but not by much, and the progression 
begins to break down in the reports of what children believe 
probable for themselves. There is no pattern left by age in 
the preferences and probabilities the children assign to 
parents. 

y 

The children also engage in stereotyping but, overall, 
the direction, is opposite to that of their parents and 
females do better at the technical and professional level'3 
than males. The sex variable is sensitive to the specific 
jobs found on each list, especially the first one, in which 
"electrician" claimed 47% of male responses. The gamma 
values for the crosstabula t ion of pa,e defence by aex were 
0.51 for list 1, 0.07 for list 2 and 0.01 for list 3. The 
importance of sex returned to all lists, however, when* 
children ranked the jobs they thought piiobablt , and the gam- 
ma values for the crosstabulat ion of this variable by *ex 
were 0.64, 0;24 and 0.18 for lists 1 to 3, respectively. 

The multiple response procedure was rerun combining 
only the data from lists 2 and 3 to remove the strong effect 
of the choice, "electrician" , in the first list. 
(Table 57.) Now, males and females are equal in their 
preferences for professional jobs, but females believe both 
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Table 56 

OCCUPATIONAL ASSESSMFNTS BY CHILOREN 



Jo6* Category 


Total 
Sample 


Current Age 


Sex 


Race 


Grade Average 


1 1-14 15-19 20 up 


Male Female 


Non- 
Black Black 


ABC 


JOB CATEGORY CHILDREN PREFER 


Unskilled . 
Skilled . . 
Clerical . . 
Service . . 
Technical 
Profess lonal 


5.2 
14.4 

5.2 
12.4 
29.5 
33 3 


5.5 4.5 5.5 
12,2 15.8 16 4 

6.6 2.8 5.5 
16.6 12,4 6.0 
28,4 31,1 29 .5 
30.6 33.3 37 2 


7.5 2.5 
18 5 9 5 

4.3 6.3 
13.3 112 
26.3 33.3 
30.1 37.2 


9.7 3.9 
16.7 13,8 
10,4 3.7 

10.4 12.9 
24,3 31.0 

28.5 34.7 


2.4 5.5 6.9 
12.7 13.9 17.4 

1.6 4.3 9,7 

9.5 12.5 13.9 
40 5 29.0 20.8 
33.3 ■ 34 .8 31.3 


JOB CATv *ORY CHILDREN THINK PROBABLE 


Unskilled 
Skilled 
Clerical . . 
Service . . 
Technical 
Profess lonal 


15 2 
1 1.4 
10.9 
15.4 
24.6 
22.5 


18 1 14. 1 12.0 
11,4 11.3 11.5 
13.3 6.2 12.0 
18.8 14.7 10.9 
19.2 ' 26.6 30.6 
19.2 27. 1 23.0 


24 9 3 5 
14.2 8.1 
7.5 15.1 
15.9 14.7 
20.5 29 5 
17.1 29.1 


20 1 13.8 
13,2 10.9 
12.5 10.5 
17.4 14.8 
20.8 25.7 
16.0 24.4 


11 1 14,8 15.3 

5 6 11.3 17.4 

6 3 12.5 11.8 
15.9 14.2 18.1 
34.9 24.6 17.4 
26,2 22.6 20. 1 


JOB CATEGORY CHILDREN THINK PARENT WOULD PREFER FOR THEM 


Unskl 1 led 
Skilled . . 
Clerical . . 
Service . . 
Technical 
Profess tonal 


5.4 
12.0 
3.9 
5.4 
35.4 
37.9' 


6.1 6.4 3.3 
10.3 12.3 14.2 
4.6 1.8 4.9 
5.4 4.7 6.0 
36.0 39.8 30.6 
37.5 35.1 41.0 


9.2 0.7 
14.8 8.6 
2,7 5.4 
5.6 5.0 
32.0 39.6 
35 6 40.6 


8.3 4.5 

13.2 11.7 
9.0 2.3 
9.0 4.2 

31.3 36.7 
29.2 40.6 


4 0 4 1 8.9 
11.9 11.2/ 14.1 
2.4 4.1' 4.4 
3.2 5.6 6.7 
4 1.3 36.4 27.4 
37.3 38.5 38.5 


JOB CATEGORY CHILOREN THINK THEIR PARENT WOULD BELIEVE PRjOBABLE FOR THEM 


Unskilled 
Skilled . . 
Clerical . . 
Service . . 
Technical 
Prof ess lonal 


1 1 .6 
1 1.3 
7.7 
10.9 
31.2 
27.3 


13.8 10.7 9.3 
8.0 13 1 14.2 
8.8 6.5 7.1 

13.0 10. 1 8.7 

29. 1 31.5 33.9 
* 27.2 28.0 26.8 


18 9 2.9 
15.6 6.1 
6.9 8.6 
9.9 12.2 
26 6 36.7 
22 2 33.5 


18.1 9.6 
11.1 11.3 
12.5 6.2 
9.0 11.5 
26.4 32.7 
22.9 28.6 


4,8 11.0 17.0 
10.3 11.0 14.1 
4.0 8.4 8.9 
9.5 H.O 11.9 
39.7 31.9 23.7 
31.7 26,6 24.4 



Data from the three 1 tsts of occupations have been grouped so that cases upon which percentages 
are based are Job category declarations, not children. (The 211 children in the sample made 627 
declarat ions . ) 

t 
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technical and professional categories more probable for 
themselves than males do* Parents are granted a slightly 
greater pKihiKintt for males having professional careers, 
but parents are thought to believe their daughters have 
greater p/io habit it ie.6 for technical and professional occupa- 
tions than their sons. 



Table 57 

OCCUPATIONAL ASSESSMENTS BY SEX FOR JOB LISTS 2 AND 3 



Job Category 


Sex 




Job Category 


Sex 


Male Female 


Male Female t 


Children 
Prefer 


8.7 2.1 
3.9 10.0 

19.1 8.9 
25.7 31.6 
37.4 37.9 


Children 

Think 

Probable 


) 

27.0 3.7 
. 2.6 10. 0 
8.3 20.0 
19.6 12.6 
23.0 27.9 
19.6 25.8 


Unskilled . . 
Skilled . . 

Service . . . 
Technical . . 
Professional 


Unskilled . . 
Skilled . . . 
Clerical • • 
Service . . 
Techn ical . . 
Professional 


Think 

Parents 

Prefer 


8.5 1.1 
3.1 5.4 
4.0 7.5 
8.5 6.5 
28.1 36,6 
47.8 43.0 


Bel ieve 
Parents 
Think : 
Probable 


19.8 3.2 
3.2 5.9 
7.2 12.9 
14.0 9.1 
26.6 36.0 
29.3 32.8 


Unski lleci . . 
Skilled ''• • . 
Clerical . . 
Service . . . 
Technical # . 
Professional 


Unskilled . . 
Skilled . . . 
Clerical . # 
Service / . . 
Technical . . 
Prof essi onal 



The children, do not share the feeling of racial 
equality^in the job market held by the total parent sample.' 
The aspirations of blacks tend to be reciprocal to those of 
non-blacks and they feel their parents share these assess- 
ments. v 

The children adjust their preferences and probabilities 
to their grade averages and seem to think their parents do 
as well, but to a lesser extent. Nowhere do the children 
make the correlation between careers and grades so strongly 
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as their parents did, and the absence o£ this correlation is 
most striking in the preferences for professional jobs. 
Since children, like their parents, feel that good grades 
(school performance) are very important (67%) to getting a 
good job, there is a contradiction here, and one wonders 
what sort of" counseling children receive in order to under- 
stand the academic requirements for different occupations. 

Children do, however, make one other concession to the 
importance of schocl by adjusting their job preferences and 
probabilities to their attitude, tovoa/id tchool and school- 
wotik. The more positive they feel, the more likely they are 
to see themselves higher in the occupational pyramid. On 
the other hand, 'they do not seem to believe that the aspira- 
tions and expectations which their parents have for them'are 
very much related to this attitude gradient. 

School attitude, is the only variable in the interview 
which seems to have any consistent correlation with occupa- 
tion, and it i$ also difficult to find any in the parent 
questionnaire which relate strongly to the job variables in 
the . interview. 

A compa ri son can be made between the two sets of career 
questions (questionnaire and interview), but it is awkward. 
Parents pronounced themselves specifically for each child 
and so birth order must be respected in the comparison. The 
problem is. that only 28 third-born children were inter- 
viewed, so'it is hard to achieve meaningful levels of sig- 
nificance. The correlations are in Table 58. 

f It does appear that there are stronger correlations 
between what the eldest child thinks the parent prefers and 
what , the parent really prefers than between what the child 
.and parent prefer. This is also true for second-born 
children, but only for list 1 (and marginally for list 3). 
Third-born children do not seem to be able to assess their 
parents 1 preferences at all. 

,The eldest children's beliefs about what the parents 
think probable for them (using list 1) is closer to the 
category chosen probable by the parents than the 
relationship between the children's and parent's choices of 
probability. The differences using the other two lists are 
marginal. For second-born children, what the parents and 
children think probable are more related than what the 
parents believe and the children think they believe. Third- 
born children, who didn't know what the parents wanted, seem 
much better at predicting what they expect. 

For the reason given above, and the fact that parents 
were selecting from job categories and children from lists 
of jobs, little faith can be put in these ' result s--except 
that these correlations, such as they are, represent the 
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Table 58 

OCCUPATIONAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEW 



Par ent 
Variable 


Chi Id Prefers 


Thinks Parent Prefers 


Child Thinks Probable 


Chi id Bel leves 
Parent llnnks Probable 

List 1 List 2J*U| 3 


List 1 List 2 List 3 


List 1 List 2 List 3 


List 1 List 2 List 3 


FIRST-BORN CHILDREN J 


Prefers 
Probable 

s' — — ' 


0.22 0.26 0.05 


0.30 0.30 0. IC 


0.07 0.24 0.25 


0.27 0.21 0.28 



SECOND-BORN CHILDREN 



Prefers 
_ Probable 


0. 16 0 33 0.06 


■ 

0.28 0.24 0.09 

i 


I 1 

0.35 0.21 0.09 


0.20 0.19 0.07 


THIRD-BORN CHILDREN 


Prefers 
Probable 


0„30 -0.30 -0.10 


-0.14 -0.22 "0.09 


0.23 0.29 0. 1 1 


0.49 0.21 0,28 



\ 
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only substantial connection between the occupational vari- 
ables in the interview, and the questionnaire. Of a number 
of others tested by cross tabulation, mote patent- child talk 
about tchool, catting mote about education , hzlp tfith 
homzwo/ik and a parent who is a white collar worker favor 
success in the professional job category — as reported by the 
children — by several percentage points, but the differences 
are not major. 
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CONCLUSIONS 



The hypothesis of this study was that college attend- 
ance by working adults would have positive effects on the 
educational motivations of their children, perhaps even on 
the children's achievement. The basis for this belief was 
the accumulated anecdotal hi story harbored by adult 
educators, including those in the college from which the 
primary sample -in this study came. The antithesis would be 
that adult college participation could have a negative 
effect because the time and attention it requires disrupts 
family life. 

The sample selected for this project is extreme in 
several respects. FitfSst, all the students' are (or were) 
pursuing a college degree, placing them at;the tip of the 
adult education pyramid. Second, this sample is not even 
typical of the usual adult college student who has a record 
of repeated engagement in formal learning. Instead, USWC 
represented the first college experience for many in this 
group, especially for the blue collar workers among them. 
Third, the (Det ro i t ) sample i s composed of those who con - 
tinued to graduation and those who withdrew from studies, 
usually after loss of financial aid. Whichever the reason 
for no longer studying, the college experience is, for the 
parents and their children, at a relative distance in time. 

The negative results reported by these parents are 
negligible, despite the demands placed on them by adding 
full-time study to full-time work. Rather, the people are 
divided between those who saw positive reactions and those 
who observed no effects, with graduates leaning somewhat 
more to the former than non-graduates. Comparing blue and 
white collar workers, the news is perhaps the relative 
absence of differences, and in a number of variables where 
differences are present, they disappear with graduation. 

If the sample can be partitioned at all, it is on the 
basis of race. Blacks see their children encumbered by 
poorer schools and weaker academic performance, but are as 
optimistic as non-blacks about future career prospects for 
their offspring. They are consistently more emphatic about 
the positive role played by their college attendance as it 
regards- their children. 

As a yhole, the children agree that seeing their 
parents return to formal education made a favorable impres- 
sion on them and set an example to follow. The racial cor 
relations are even stronger among them, but they do not tend 
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to respond differently according to the job category or 
graduation status of their parents. The latter seems impor- 
tant because it means the children are not being judgmental 
and placing an onus on their parents. The educational 
institution may calculate its "success" rate by the per- 
centage of graduates, but the children— almost' unanimously 
in their comments — believed it was the attempt which 
counted, and they retained full confidence in their parents, 
regardless of what happened in college. Their attitude 
helps to explain why the time factors related to the 
parents 1 college attendance (duration of studies, overlap 
with the children's schooling, etc.) were so unimportant. 

The key question is whether positive changes in the 
children can be explained by the parents 1 going to college, 
to the exclusion of other influences? Support for such an 
assertion comes from the fact that all the questions were 
phrased with that condition (",..as a result of your college 
attendance" , ^ "...since you attended college", etc), and 
from the dominance of college-related variables as predic- 
tors in discriminant analyses. This is unfair, however, 
because questions about other possible influences simply 
weren't asked. 

Better evidence comes from the comments of the parents 
and children. The feelings about the college effects and 
the particular stories told must be accepted as true, but 
such specificity came from a minority of the sample. 

Perhaps a more useful approach would be to recall that 
the most important variables were those involving parent- 
child interaction: more school-related conversation, help 
with homework and other activities in common. These ques- 
tions, answered affirmatively , were strong predictors of 
change while, on the other hand, there were families in 
which interaction did not seem to increase, parents saw no 
change and children couldn't remember— or didn'^: care much 
about — the college experience of their parents. This sug- 
gests that what has really been examined here is not a-* 
parameter, but families, and that where relationships and 
interactions are already substantial, college attendance by 
parents has the best chance of being a catalyst for positive 
change in the children. One kind of evidence for this view 
is that parents who were alert to their children's reactions 
discovered effects even in pre-schoolers, while other 
parents believed that children five or six years older were 
too young to remember or understand. 

For some of those-who reported that children had little 
knowledge or interest in their college studies, another 
explanation is possible. When there were many blue collar 
veterans at USWC, it was often assumed that large numbers 
among them came only to reap the financial benefits, and the 
students — in each other's company — sustained that idea. It 



was a convenient way to justify attendance to peers and, 
perhaps, a camouflage for insecurity. 3 3 There are few 
instructors in the College, however, who cannot recall being 
drawn aside for a private conversation to be told by such a 
student that he really liked the program and what he was 
learning—but not to tell the others he said so. It is not 
impossible that this same self -protect ion was used at home 
and explains the vague recollections oj some of the 
/ children. 
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The data here should at least justify further research. 
Refinement cf the survey instruments and in-depth interviews 
are the least that are required to better understand the 
phenomenon. The investigation should be pursued in other 
types of adult education programs because, after all, no 
evidence here limits the effects on children to a single 
model. It is not easy to ask parents how their lack of par-' 
ticipation in education has affected their children — but, 
still, some suitable control instrument should be developed. 
It would also be advisable to pursue this research in an 
area with frequent and uniform testing of school children, 
so that behavioral as w^M^^d attitudinal change might be 
measured. — ^ 

Gathering more information is worthwhile, but even 
these embryonic results warrant two recommendations. First, 
adult students should be informed about the potential they 
have for using their own learning involvement to influence 
their children. At a minimum they should know the factors 
which play a significant role in bringing about positive 
outcomes, that these can happen to both the very young and 
to adult children, etc. At a second level, workshops to 
help parents translate their experience into benefits for 
their children could be designed. Adult educators could 
also be alerted to these possibilities because they might 
devise assignments in which parents could, at their option, 
engage their children's participation. (The effectiveness 
of all these proposals should, of course, be the subject of 
evaluative research.) 

Second, given the general recognition and concern about 
the quality and ef feet ivene. ^ of children 1 s school ing, 
serious consideration should be given to intervention by 
means of greater support of adult education at all levels. 
Too often, programs for adults must be self-sustaining, 
bereft of public subsidy, and potential participants are 
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'A valuable discussion of this question is "found in: 
Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cobb, The Hidden In jur ies of 
Class , Vintage Books, New York, 1972. 
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excluded by the cost. If, as so much evidence indicates, 
the home is the primary motivator of children, the way into 
the home may very well be via educational institutions — but 
those whose commitment is to the parents. 
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